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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

Following the passage of the Bus Regulatory Refonn Aa of 1982 (BRRA), intercity carriers used

their increased regulatory flexibility to discontinue many underutilized rural and small city services. This

was understandable, in light of the competitive pressures resulting from the loss of cross-subsidies from

charter and tour operations, and the deregulation of the airline industry. However, the loss in service to

rural areas, documented in a number of studies, created an awareness of the need to devise a system that

would allow rural areas to be connected with the remaining intercity bus service. The Greyhound Rural

Connection Program (RCP), together with the Intercity Bus Feeder Project (IBFP) of the Community

Transportation Association of America (CTAA), have been created to design and implement a means of

linking existing rural public transportation services with those of the intercity carriers.

The Rural Connection Program

The Rural Connection Program began in 1987 with enthusiastic support from rural public

transportation operators, with a number of the most irmovative ones eager to join up. The program offered

four basic ways in which a local system could participate with Greyhound, including taking passengers

to designated intercity bus stops and picking them up at those locations, using an additional ticket coupon

in the intercity bus ticket, or a separate ticket and fare. Greyhound has developed a marketing guidebook

and materials for use by the rural operators to maiket the availability of feeder service, and is making the

materials available at reasonaWe cost. The linkages are shown in Russell's Official Bus Guide , which

virtually all intercity bus tenninal staff and agents have as their basic schedule and service reference.

Also, the Greyhound national telephone information centers have this same information, and can provide

information on linkages to users and agents. Rural operators can expand on the passenger linkage by

carrying packages shipped by bus package express. A rural operator can also become the commission

agwit of the bus company, selling tickets, providing information and waiting facilities, and handling bus

package express while also operating the rural services. Figure S-1 graphically displays how the program

works and how the different participants are related. Combinations of these different ways of providing

service under the Rural Coimection program vary considerably, depending on many factors.
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CURRENT STATUS OF THE PROGRAM

Participants

There are currently 74 transit systems participating in the RCP. The Rural Connection Program

Participant Survey was mailed to 76 systems. Two of these systems are no longer operating, and eight

of the remaining systems are subcontractors under one agency (CARTS, Austin, Texas) and are grouped

together as one system for the purpose of this study, bringing the number of RCP participants to 67.

These are listed in Table S-1 of the report which also lists the agency location, service area, Greyhound

Terminals served, and survey response.

Of these 67 transit systems, 36 of them returned the RCP participant survey. All 31 of the non-

responding systems were telephoned at least twice to try and elicit a response.

Current Trends

As more systems joined the RCP since its beginning in flie Fall of 1987, ridership steadily rose

until April of 1989. The highest figures reported were for the month of March 1989. After this point,

ridership fell off somewhat until August of 1989, when it rose again, and then declined somewhat from

September 1989 to November 1989. The ridership trends are graphically displayed in Figure S-2. The

probable cause for the ridership increase that peaked in March 1989 is the "Many Happy Returns" fare

promotion that Greyhound offers during the first three months of the year. This promotion offers a

roundtrip ticket for the price of a one-way ticket

roENTIFICATION OF PARTICIPANT GOALS

• Grevhound Lines : The stated goals of the carrier with regard to the RCP have been to

increase ridership on the Greyhound's own system of intercity routes. No quantitative

estimate of potential, desired, or probable ridership was developed at the outset to assess the

program ~ rather some informal ridership projections were made as it got underway. These

were not publicly available, and were not used as specific program goals. The company's

primary goal was to determine a means to return to rural areas at a low cost Though never

a stated goal, the positive public relations benefits of the RCP became more apparent as time

progressed. Certainly the addition of potential service to many rural points under this

program provided a dramatic contrast with the high-profile abandonment of many rural

services by Greyhound following deregulation in 1983-84. Virtually the only increase in the

number of rural points served by the intercity bus network has come as a result of the RCP.
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• CTAA : The idea of the Rural Connector was viewed as an opportunity to offer rural

operators a chance to do something entrepreneurial, woiking with the private sector. The eariy

ideas for the program included plans for joint advertising, local publicity, ticket and package

express commissions, vehicle leases, and possibly even provision of liability insurance through

Greyhound All of these were seen to offer benefits for participating rural operators and by

extension, the members of CTAA.

• UMTA : UMTA's view was that the project was "seed money" for a program that tte

intercity bus industry was developing, and that the initiative was in the hands of the industry

rather than UMTA. In that sense it appears that UMTA did not have any goals for the RCP
that were developed independently of Greyhound or Rural America. At this point, however,

UMTA may review applications for extension in terms of some possible evaluation criteria

suggested by the UMTA project manager. These include:

- the extent to which it may get rural operators to think like entrepreneurs,

- evidence of a true connection between Greyhound and rural operators,

- the role of the program in assisting Greyhound to grow, and

" the degree to which it creates state involvement, for example in funding.

• Rural Operators : As part of the survey of participating rural operators, a question was asked

to detennine the goals for the RCP. This question was an open-ended or)e, with no sample

responses listed, and four lines provided for their answer. The question is number 17 on page

6 of the survey (a copy is included as Appendix A) in the section covering the RCP. From

the returned surveys, five major goal areas emerged. They are:

-- To serve the conmiunity as a link to the intercity carriers, maximizing the mobility of

rural residents aixl providing a much needed service,

-- Generate ridership for the system,

" Generate revenue for the system,

~ To expand existing services, and

- To build prestige as a tran^rtation provider by being associated with Greyhound.

• Michigan Department of Transtx)rtation: In addition to the direct participants in the Rural

Connector Demonstration Project, the State of Michigan also funded a demonstration projea

to support the development of rural connectors in that state. The Bureau of Urban and Public

Transportation (UPTRAN) in the state's Department ofTransportation established the program

"... to provide citizens in small urban and rural communities greater access to intercity bus

transportation and thereby reduce p(Hential isolation for such people." Michigan did not have

any defined quantitative goals for ridership or revenues from the program at the outset, but

is examining the relationship of costs and incremental ridership as part of the demonstration

evaluatioiL

ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPANTS

In order to collea information about die transit systems involved in the RCP, each system was

sent an eight page survey which asked 24 questions pertaining to three major areas: service

characteristics, administrative characteristics, and RCP characteristics.

S-8



Service Characteristics

Of the survey respondents, 34 of the 36 serve both the general public and social service agencies.

Two of the respaidents serve only the general public. The results of the survey regarding service

characteristics are summarized in Table S-1. For the respondents as a group, 54 percent of the total trips

are made for the general public, and 46 percent of the trips are made for social service agency clients. The

taeakdown of service types for the group as a whole is as follows: demand-responsive (54%); fixed route

(25.4%); subscripti(m (14.6%); and other (6%). In geoeral, the systems with low ridership levels also have

low RCP ridership. No strong relationship was found between fleet size and RCP ridership. Most of the

re^nding systems operate only during regular business hours, although some do have extended hours.

Only two of the responding systems handle package express and neither of these systems handles packages

in conjunction widi Greyhound.

Administrative Characteristics

Operating funds for the participating ageixies come from a myriad of sources including UMTA

Sections 18, 9, and 16(bX2); Title m Aging; Section XIX Medicaid, state grants; fares, local millages,

local governments; contracts; and in-kind. The annual operating budgets range from a low of $28,989 to

a high of $2,215,0(X). The system with the highest annual operating budget is also the system with the

hi^iest KCP ridership; however, other high budget systems do not also have high RCTP ridership.

Although a direct connection between amount of funds available and RCP ridership cannot be made for

the program, there does seem to be a relationship between the amount of state financial assistance received

for the RCP and ridership. All of the systems in Michigan reported significant ridership for the program,

and they all receive financial assistance specifically for the program.

Rural Connection Program Characteristics

A number of different aspects of the RCP participants were examined in an effort to determine

die role of particular diaracteristics or activities in gyrating ridership. These included marketing, service

hours, the relationship with ^ local Greyhourul agent, special traffic generators, and other factors

moitiraied in the surveys.

S-9



t Marketing : All of the systems in the high ridership group have programs to market the RCP.
All of the systems in the moderate ridership group also maiket the program. This relationship

fails to present itself for the low ridership group. Of the 26 systems reporting less than 50

riders over tiie course of the RCP, 17 of them marketed the program. Five of the systems

have done no marketing for the program, and four systems have used only the materials

provided by Greyhound.

• Service Hours : It may be that the Connector systems are marketing the service, there is a

demand for the service, but the systems do not have service hours on weekends and evenings,

during the peak ridership hours for the intercity carriers. All five of the systems in the high

ridership group have hours that extend beyond just weekday sendee. Within the low ridership

group, 22 of the systems have no regular weekend or evening service. None of the systems

in the low ridership group have evening hours.

• Soedal Markets : An examination of the two highest ridership systems suggests that a high

level ofRCP ridership is related to the presence of an intercity bus ridership generator within

thi community, such as a prison or college.

• Relattonship with the Greyhound Agent; The survey asked RCP participants if they were

satisfied with the Greyhound ticket agents in their communities and what comments they had

concerning these agents. Forty-four percent of the respondents were not satisfied with their

GreyhoutKl agents, 36 percent were satisfied with their agents, arKl 19 percent did not answer

the question. A conmion complaint among the respondents was the lack of knowledge about

the RCP found among tiie Greyhound agents. Some other related complaints include tiie

agents refusing to honor the coupons and the agents giving out wrong information to

passengers about the program. On a more optimistic note, three of the Greyhound agents

received very positive comments concerning their handling of the RCP.

A majority (64%) of the RCP survey respondents were not satisfied with the program. Thirty-one

percent of the respondents were satisfied with the program and the remaining five percent did not respond

to the questioa Most of die reasons cited for lack of satisfaction were related to the lack of ridership.

O^r issues that troubled the respondents included the abundance of paperwork for too little revenue and

a lack of funds for marketing the program.

There were not as many positive conunents about the program, as the participants who said they

were satisfied tended not to write down any comments. One operator indicated that the program has

accomplished all of the goals expected of it and was looking forward to future endeavors with the intercity

carriers.

The survey respondents offered many suggestions for improving the program. The topic of

marketing generated the most suggestions. They included:

• Provide funds to RCP participants to market the services.

t Provide generic radio and television spots that could be used locally.

S-10



f Improve tbe quality of the marketing materials provided by Greyhound,

t Increase awareness of the program throughout the Greyhound organization.

• Provide reimbursement for inbound riders.

• Increase the reimbursement rate.

CASE STUDIES

Four case study site visits were conducted as pan of this analysis to provide more insight into the

RC7 and the role of the participating rural operators. The case studies include: Capital Area Rural

Transportation System (CARTS) in central Texas; JAUNT in Chariottesville, Virginia; Jackson Transit

Authority in Jackson, \fichigan; and Berrien Bus in Benton Haibor, Michigan. A summary of each of

these case studies is included in Chapter 3 of the final report, while the full case studies are included in

Appendix C.

PROGRAM COSTS AND BENEHTS

Program benefits to date include both those that can be quantified and those that cannot

Ridership and revenue can be identified, as can costs. However, benefits to Greyhound, CTAA, and the

rural operators ftom the positive public relations generated by tbe program cannot be quantified. Benefits

to riders tka reflected by their fare revenues are also difficult to assess. Similarly, the benefits of the

improv^ents in essential mobility for rural areas are difficult to measure, because the availability of the

Rural Connection is an improvement for potential users, as well as those that have actually tried the

service.

Benefits

0 Ridership: Total ridership of surveyed operators as of 1 1/30/89 came to 2,744, and it has

basically leveled off (in part because the program is not currently expanding to new
operators.) Average ridership per montii per surveyed operator ranges from 0 to 64. These

figures are different firom Greyhound data, which covers all reporting Rural Connectors, but

includes only originating passengers. According to Greyhound inforaiation calendar 1989

ridership through 1 l/3(y89 was 1,480 trips, witii a carrier payment to the rural operators of

$2,569.
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• Revenue : Total estimated revenue paid to the surveyed Rural Connectors is estimated to be

$3,194. Estimated Greyhound revenue on trips originating or ending on one of the surveyed

Rural Connectors is projected to be $96,040, based on a $35 average price for an intercity

ticket Total Greyhound revenue on tickets sold to Rural Connection originating passengers

(during the period 1/1/89 - 11/30/89) was $48,688, or $32.89 ^r ticket It is not clear at this

time how many of these passengers would have ridden Greyhound anyway - first results from

Michigan suggest Uiat peih^ 20 percent would not have made an intercity trip at all, if not

for the Rural Connection, and that half would have found another way to reach the intercity

bus service.

• Public Relations :

Greyhound: Although not an original goal of die project, this benefit could be most

sigidficant for Greyhound, as the Rural Connection provides for die first expansion of

intercity networic c(mnections in rural areas. By combining the Rural Connection

initiative with a moratorium on service abandonments during the year following the

Trailways purchase. Greyhound has been able to put forth a positive program to

maintain rural mobility. This is a strong contrast to the negative publicity surrounding

service abandonments in 1983-84, when Greyhound filed for large numbers of

discontinuances, and in 1986-87, as Trailways sought statewide service reductions in

the midwest

Local Operators: Many of those surveyed felt that the positive image conferred on

their system was one of the major benefits of being a Rural Connector. It allows the

local system to define its role as that of a comprehensive transportation provider, the

single source for mobility.

CTAA: A benefit to CTAA was the ability to link private sector providers of intercity

services with the public and private non-profit rural transit operators represented by that

organization. As an advocate for rural transportation, the befits of the expanded rural

mobility opportunities are a benefit as is the increased support of Greyhound for

expanded rural transit subsidy assistance and intennodal terminals.

f Mobilitv

Better Information on Existence of Connections: From the user standpoint a major

benefit is that mechanisms are now in place that make use of rural public transit to

access intercity bus services into an eligible trip, and that the information is in place

(for systems involved in the RCP) to allow a user to take advantage of this opportunity.

In the past many systems would have dropped riders at the intercity bus station, but

the local system would not have promoted this faa, or made a commitment to provide

the service. In addition, the user had no way of getting information about rural

connections at the destination end.

Linkage of Existing Public Transit: This program represents a very basic attempt to

provide more mobility for very limited resources by linking existing local and intercity

services.
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Costs

• Greyhound costs to date are approximately $470,000, including staff, promotion,

development of maiketing materials, travel, etc.

• CTAA costs to the end of the demonstration project are approximately $200,000, including

staff time, development of maiketing materials, promotion, travel, and evaluation. Funding

for this project was provided by UMTA.

• Michigan £)0T costs to date are ^proximately $ 139,328 for maiketing and expanded service

grants to six local operators, plus some additional state costs for inogram administration, etc.

• Local Rural Connectors also have provided assistance for the portion of Rural Connection

trips not covered by fares and Greyhound reimbursement. No estimate of these costs is

available.

In examining the costs versus the ridership, it is important to recognize that many of these costs

are "stait-up" costs for the staff time, travel, and promotion needed to begin a nationwide project involving

many actors.

CONCLUSIONS

Despite the amount of information on the RCP collected in this report and in other sources, it is

too soon to detennine whether or not the concept is an overall "success". Certainly it appears that many

rural areas have been reconnected to the national intercity bus netwoik, Uiat the program generally

functions in an operational sense (ticketing, information, reservations, etc.), and that both the intercity and

rural carriers benefit from improved public relati(»is. In addition, some rural systems have generated

additional RCP ridership. Despite the low overall ridership to date, it is not clear what the eventual

potential of the RCP may turn out to be. Low ridership may be the result of any number of problems

identified in the review and site visits, or it may simply reflect the likely level of demand for rural public

tran^rtation access to intercity bus services. This question represents the major unresolved issue

surrounding this program.

Unresolved Issues •- Potential Demand

The ridership success of the feeder program is difficult to evaluate because of the lack of

infonnation about the likely demand. If the current feeders are meeting a reasonable proportion of the

actual demand, then the program could be judged a success despite the low absolute numbers of RCP
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riders. The major unresolved issue remains the question of the actual level of demand, and given that

demand, what is the most cost-effective way to serve that demand.

The reason this issue remains unresolved is that no one reaUy knows the true potential demand

for public transportation connections to intercity services. There is some data available from various

sources that suggest that the actual demand for connections to intercity services in rural areas is low at

any particular agency, and that in many cases rural connectors are meeting this demand.

To begin considering this question at die national level. Greyhound market research information

indicates that {proximately a third of its ridership has one or more trip ends in a rural area, defming rural

and urban areas as designated in the 1980 Census. Of the total 2,S43 agencies, some 38.3 percent or

1,088 are in rural areas, based on this definition. Based on this percentage, in 1989 Greyhound provided

approximately 7,096,934 trips with at least one end in a Census-defined rural area. In urban areas the use

of public transportation to reach intercity bus coimections varies considerably with the level of local

service, but existing surveys done by various state departments of transportation suggest that even in urban

areas this percentage is low. In Michigan between 9.2 and 1 1 percent of intercity bus riders (statewide)

used local transit to access the bus. A survey in Wisconsin did find that in small communities and rural

areas only three percent of intercity bus passengers reach the bus by taxi, and only two percent by local

bus.' If one applies the two percent figure to all Greyhound trips with a rural trip end, it suggests that

the total, eventual, nationwide market for rural connection trips might be perhaps 95,000. This would

require 1,583 rural conneaors, providing 60 trips per year.

The other way of looking at the potential is from the individual rural agency perspective. The

Nfichigan research reveals that agencies in cities under 10,000 rarely produce more that one intercity

passenger trip per day, while cities of 10,000 to 50,000 can range from one boarding to as many as 36

per day, on average. For example, Jackson, Michigan, is the busiest station in Michigan in that population

category, with an average of 1,183 ticket sales per month during calendar 1989, and the ridership for the

Jackson Rural Connector averaged 62.4 trips per month (plus 5-6 per day on the fixed route buses),

resulting in an access mode split of 5.3 percent for the Rural Cormector alone. This may be most of the

potential demand for rural feeder service, which would suggest that this is a very successful project For

the other case study sites it appeared that the "market share" for the rural connection projects ranged from

.2 to 13.2 percent, with monthly average RCP ridership between 3.4 and 1 1.1. This analysis suggests that

rural operators who have 5-15 Rural Cormection trips per month may also be achieving ridership success,

if they are serving points that typically do not generate large numbers of intercity trips.

'Eric R. Hansen and Edward A. Beimbom, et. al.. The Benefits of Intercitv Bus Service . University

of Wisconsin - Milwaukee, p. 37.
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Qearly more research is needed on the nature of the demand for this kind of service -- what are

passenger volumes at agencies in rural areas, and what percentage of the ridership could or would use a

public transportation alternative to reach intercity connections? Of the people attracted to the Rural

Connection, how many are new riders, how many current riders diverted fiom some other access mode?

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE RURAL CONNECTION

As indicated in the second chapter, few of the participants had any specific goals for the Rural

Cormection when the program was initiated. The lack of a goals statement, even if nothing quantifiable

was ever developed, has affected the program by allowing participants to conceive different ones at

different times, and by permitting the growth of elevated or inappropriate expectations (regarding ridership,

revenue, and Greyhound support). To some extent, this has created an air of disappointment as early

expectations by some operators were not met Of course, the lack of a defined set of goals has also had

the benefit of allowing the program to evolve considerably, as early ideas were found to be infeasible

(such as insurance through Greyhound, vehicle leasing, etc.).

Althou^ a definite, measurable set of objectives is desirable, the lack of infonnation about the

actual size of the market makes it difficult to set ridership or revenue targets. What is more important

at this stage is to define the program and where it appears most likely to succeed, and to direct its future

development. Suggested goals for each of the participant groups are provided in the report.

Rural Operator :

1. Provide service to the intercity bus station as part of an overall mission of providing

comprehensive transportation service to the community.

2. Make the connection visible by providing information about it in all the normal channels and

marketing efforts ~ press releases, timetables, flyers, telephone information, posters, vehicle

identification or ads. Other than the design and marketing manual, printing and placement

is to be the responsibility of the local system. After the initial kickoff, marketing expenditures

on the RC should be related to the level of local ridership.

3. Aim to generate enough ridership. At a minimum, offset direct Greyhound costs (Greyhound

may require a minimum performance level) for listing of services ~ this may be 5-10 Rural

Connection passengers per month.

4. Provide the service on existing schedules by making the Greyhound Terminal(s) into a listed

(cm timetables, etc.) destination, eligible for service.

5. Add service only when a special traffic generator can be served that would allow grouping

of Rural Cormection trips, for example, five riders from the station to a VA Hospital, etc.
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6. Use the RCP as an opportunity to link services or develop new roles -- with intercity carriers,

Amtrak, as a commission agent, operating rural replacements services, or as a BPX delivery

service, etc.

7. Use the RCP to make the Commission agent a partner -- if the RCP brings in riders the agent

gains, and the agent is likely to be the main source of user information.

Greyhound :

1. Develop rural transit operators as a low-cost system of feeders.

2. Develop enough ridership at each RC to offset direct program costs, at a minimum.

3. Promote the RC nationally as a means of maintaining rural connections with the intercity

trunk system.

4. Seek rural transit operators as rural commission agents, as a way of increasing their revenue

stake in the RCP, developing intermodal connections, and increasing community awareness

of both services.

5. Seek rural transit operators for RCP in locations where other conventional intercity services

are not feasible, so that the intercity bus network does not lose those riders completely. RCP
roles may include direct replacement services, connecting existing service to nearest

Greyhound service point, developing altemative partial replacement services, etc.

6. Research the market for intercity-linked services in rural areas.

7. Work with CTAA, rural operators, state transit groups, etc. to expand funding for both rural

tran^rtation generally, and for rural intercity services.

8. Foige a public-private link, encourage innovative/comprehensive thinking on the part of

transpoitation operators.

CTAA:

1. Provide information to rural operators through RTAP, publications, and at EXPO concerning

the Rural Connection.

2. Continue to aid in identifying possible participants among the rural operators, though certainly

on a much more infonnal basis - in response to inquiries fix)m operators, or through

identification of areas with potential mobility problems resulting from intercity abandonment

that may become known to CTAA through meetings or political sources.
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roENTmCATION OF POTENTIAL FUTURE CHANGES

Althou^ it was anticipated that there would be a number of program-related issues, especially

regarding activities, funding, and responsibilities, it appears fairly clear that the major role played by

CTAA in the identification of niral providers will be ending with the end of the UMTA demonstration

grant, and that Greyhound will not be able to provide the levels of support and assistance that many of

the current operators would like to see. However, even if CTAA and Greyhound were in a position to

provide a lot of technical assistance and support for marketing, it is not clear that this would be a cost-

effective kind of activity. Nevertheless, there are a number of actions that are appropriate and are

recommended. These include:

• Program Continuation and Dcvdopment : The RCP should be continued, but with

modifications to focus the efforts of aU parties on locations likely to produce enough ridership

to offset the direa costs of the program. In addition, its scope should be broadened beyond

simple feeder service, to emphasize rural operators becoming agents, providing replacement

services where private intercity services are no longer feasible, offering package delivery, etc.

• Market Research : Expectations for Rural Connection ridership and revenue should be based

on better information about rural intercity passenger demand, access modes, information

sources, and travel alternatives. Intercity trips are generally infrequent, and in rural areas with

low population densities, the overall demand is likely to be low, with dispersed origins, and

high usage of private autos to reach Ixis stops. But litUe is actually known that could be used

to quantify e}q>ectations for rural ridership.

• Identification of Rural Connection Operators : This study suggests that some rural

operators are more likely to be successful in generating Rural Coimection riders. Such

systems:

- will have a basic goal of providing Rural Connection service as part of their broader goals

of providing ccmiprebensive transportation services to dieir community,

- will offer general public service,

- will be willing to take responsibility for local promotion of the service,

" will have the ability to include marketing of the system in ttieir general program of public

information,

~ will also likely have particular generators of intercity traffic, such as regional hospitals,

prisons, colleges and universities, military bases, etc. within their service area, and

- will connect to intercity service points that have service during the Rural Connector's

normal service hours.

Ai^lication forms will need to be redesigned to allow potential ^plicants to evaluate their

likelihood of success, facilitating self-identificatioa
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f Focus on Rural Connectors as Commission Agents : Rural operator interest and

participation will result ftom higher revenues and a more direa connection to the intercity

system. Given the difficulty of finding and maintaining agencies in rural areas, increased

emphasis should be placed on developing rural public transportation systems as bus

commission agencies. Rural operator facilities could then be promoted and developed as

intermodal facilities.

t Focus on Rural Connectors in Areas Losing Service : Although a number of funding,

administrative, and regulatory barriers may limit the direct replacement of unprofitable

intercity services in rural areas, there may well be cases in which r\iral operators could operate

portions of a route, or provide scheduled connections to remaining services at other locations.

Carrier abandonment procedures should be revised to include early identification of rural

operators in the a^ected service areas, and consultation directly with them and with state

departments of transportation to try and maintain the availability of intercity services during

a transition. The most likely replacement carriers for intercity services are other private,

regional intercity carriers with lower operating costs, and every effort should be made to

locate and involve such firms as well.

• Develop Criteria for Continued Program Participation : Rural Connectors providing less

than five trips per month on average, over a six month period, should be eliminated from the

program. This represents a very minimal level of revenue, just sufficient to cover the direct

costs of national listings of service.

• Marketing : Promoting the service locally will have to be clearly identified as a local

responsibility. Supplementary public funding for this purpose should be sought, but at this

time the intercity carrier role should continue to be the development of materials for local use,

including: press releases, posters, brochures, cards, radio ads, etc. In addition, standardized

fare promotions should be offered on a regular basis, and communicated to rural operators.

• Funding for Russell's Guide Listings : Currently Greyhound pays the direct costs of the

monthly listings of RCP participants in Russell's Guide , the national intercity bus timetable.

In order to be sure of continuing this basic linkage of the intercity system and the rural

operators, it is reconmiended that Federal funding (peiiiaps a set-aside of a certain portion of

RTAP) be used to fund these direct costs. At the same time, die Russell's Guide listings

could be redesigned to reduce the costs, as virtually all of the operators listed provide advance

reservation demand-responsive service, requiring only a brief description of the service area

and the phone number. Shaded m^^, or text descriptions of service areas could be used

instead of the current format, which is designed to show scheduled stops on fixed routes.

Possibly the listings could be placed cmi the same page as the timetable showing the intercity

service to the connecting point.

• Funding for Toil-Free Reservations : The cost and difficulty of making reservations for

connecti(Mis at the destination end of a trip may be a deterrent to additional ridership, as the

long-distance call may well cost as much or more than the RCP trip. A toll-free reservation

system for making these reservations would reduce the cost and improve service, and could

be developed as an incremental improvement on the Greyhound telephone information system

(possibly linked to the reservationAnformation system for handicapped passengers). However,

before trying such a program on a national basis, a statewide or regional demonstration is

suggested, as proposed by the Michigan DOT.
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f Need for Increased Rural Public Transportation Funding : The RCP demonstrates that it

is difficult to expand ridership linking existing services when the level of service is so limited.

Many rural operators cannot even afford to serve the general public, but are basically

transporting only human service agency clients. Reauthorization legislation for Federal

tran^rtation programs must address the goals of and needs for rural public transportation

along with the level of funding. Rural operators need to have sufficient resources and the

program flexibility to serve both agency clients and the general public, if they are to begin

to meet rural mobility needs. In addition, maintaining a rural intercity networlc is likely to

require some operating assistance for intercity carriers, as demonstrated in a number of states.

At this time, the {HOgram should go forward with a revised, more realistic set of expectations and

goals. The resources available for this program are limited -- at the local level, from state or Federal

sources, and on the part of the carriers. Efforts must be made to identify those places that can and will

produce ridership, Ixit without requiring large expenditures for expanded services or mailceting.

S-19





1
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

Following the passage of the Bus Regulatory Reform Act of 1982 (BRRA), intercity carriers used

their increased regulatory flexibility to discontinue many underutilized rural and smaU city services. This

was understandable, in light of the competitive pressures resulting from the loss of cross-subsidies from

charter and tour operations, and the deregulation of the airline industry. However, the loss in service to

rural areas, documented in a number of studies, created an awareness of the need to devise a system that

would allow rural areas to be connected with the remaining intercity bus service. The Greyhound Rural

Connection Program (RCP), together with the Intercity Bus Feeder Project (IBFP) of the Community

Transportation Association of America (CTAA), have been created to design and implement a means of

linking existing rural public transportation services with those of the intercity carriers.

Overview of the Recent Developments in the Intercity Bus Industry

The intercity bus industry in the United States in 1989 bears only a partial resemblance to the

industry as it existed in 1978. A continuing decline in the demand for regular-route service, coupled with

airline deregulation in 1978, created major problems in the long-haul regular-route business base of the

industry. At the same time, the demand for charter, tour, and other specialized services such as casino

buses and airport service has been growing, leading to some major shifts in the focus of much of the

industry. BRRA provided flexibility to the industry to deal with these trends by eliminating or reducing

much of die Federal and state regulation that had governed the industry over the previous 50 years, setting

the stage for the tremendous changes in the last seven years.

Many people who are not familiar with the industry and its services look back to its role in World

War n, when demand for all public transportation in this country was at its peak due to gas rationing, the

lack of new autos, tires and parts, and the need to move masses of people as part of the war effort.
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Naturally, after the war demand fell, and the number of persons carried on schedules has been falling ever

since, with some short tenn increases during the oil crises of 1973-74 and 1978-79. In 1981, the decline

in ridership accelerated, and has continued to fall until recently. There are several reasons for the decline.

One is the general long-term trend toward increased auto ownership and usage. During the decade

from 1975 to 1986, for example, the number of vehicles in use increased 22 percent, and the amount of

vehicular usage increased 19 percent during the period from 1975-1984. The average number of vehicles

per household in the United States increased from 1.05 to 1.61 between 1960-1980, and the majority of

households in this country now have two or more vehicles available. The number of households without

any auto declined from 22 percent of all households to 13 percent. This type of increase in auto

availability is bound to have an effect on bus ridership, and it appears as a major part of the long-term

exogenous decline in regular-route bus ridership.

A second factor affecting regular-route bus ridership in recent years has been increased

competition from other modes. In 1971, Amtrak took over the national passenger rail system from the

private railroads and set about creating a single national system. InitiaDy one would have expected this

development to aid the bus industry, because at its inception Amtrak operated only about half the number

of trains the industry had run previously, and the system has grown very little. However the

improvements in rail service, and aggressive pricing backed up by Federal subsidies, have resulted in

increases in rail ridership. Some of these passengers would have taken intercity buses had the passenger

rail system disap^ared, and bus fares in some corridors would probably be higher without the Amtrak

price competition, a situation leading the bus industry to become a major foe of Amtrak funding. In this

context, it should be noted that a recent study for the bus industry has documented the huge disparity in

Federal support provided to the intercity passenger modes during the period from 1960-1988, and the

impact of those changes.' Over that period, total subsidies per passenger trip on Amtrak came to $54.29

(in 1988 doUars), while total Federal subsidies per trip on intercity bus came to $0.04. Commercial air

carrier subsidies per trip amounted to $7.20, by comparison. All of these figures are net of user fees.

Clearly the intercity bus industry has not benefited from Federal support even as its major competitors

have been provided with substantial resources. Over time, this imbalance has forced the industry to look

for ways to lower costs and eliminate unprofitable services, including many rural routes.

Another aspect of modal competition which affected the bus industry was the increased

competition in the package express business. Bus package express is provided on the regular route

services as an incidental service, but one that has played an important role in providing additional revenue

'Robert R. Nathan Associates, Inc., Federal Subsidies for Passenger Transportation. 1960-1988:

Winners, Lx)scrs, and Implications for the Future , Washington, D.C., May 1989.
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with very little increase in costs. However, the growth of UPS, Federal Express, Purolator and Airborne,

offering next day service combined with pick-up and delivery, has also had an impact on bus package

express. In the eariy 1980s, many restrictions on intrastate carriage of packages by UPS were Ufted, and

many bus shippers began to take advantage of UPS. The bus industry has responded by arranging local

pickup and dehvery in some cities, but again modal competition resulted in a revenue loss for the bus

industry.

Another major impact on the bus industry came from aiiline competition in the wake of the

Aiiiine Deregulation Act of 1978. This act freed airlines to operate routes and schedules limited only by

airport capacity, and to compete heavily on price. Coupled with the advance computerized reservations

system installed by the airlines, which permit price discrimination to fill out available seats, discounted

fares became available on almost all airlines. Low-fare service was also instituted by several new airlines,

which used non-union labor and used aircraft to operate with seat-mile costs as low as those in the

unionized, regulated bus industry. Carriers such as People Express invaded longer-haul bus maitets such

as Norfolk to New York, targeting bus riders in their advertising and offering comparable fares. Other

carriers were forced to respond, and soon discount fares were available in many city-pair markets which

formeriy had provided good bus ridership. The loss of many long-haul passengers to the airlines forced

the bus carriers to be especially concerned about reducing any losses in their systems, and they sought the

freedom to respond to Amtrak and airline competition by having their own deregulation bill.

In November 1982 the BRRA became law, and it was widely viewed as a necessity if the industry

was to continue to be a viable part of the private sector. The BRRA provided for increased flexibility in

fares, greatly reduced control over entry to and exit finom the business, and periiaps most importantly, it

provided for pre-emption of state regulation imder a number of circumstances. Carriers who were denied

permission to abandon routes at the state level could apply to the ICC for authority to abandon as long

as their variable costs exceeded the revenues. Similarly, if denied intrastate rate increases, the carrier

could appeal to the ICC for the increases, as long as the proposed rates did not exceed interstate rate

levels.

However, unlike earlier regulatory reforms dealing with the airline industry (and rail freight), no

mechanism was provided in the BRRA to subsidize rural services that would otherwise be discontinued

with free exit. The Airline Deregulation Act (ADA) included the Essential Air Service program, which

provided funds to operate continued scheduled airline service to points that could not profitably be served

by a deregulated airtine industry. Given the modal competition and the lack of such a program, it is not

surprising that the industry moved rapidly to take advantage of these reforms, dropping service to 1,500

points in the first year alone. Additional discontinuances followed, and it was estimated that by 1989 the

number of points served had fallen from approximately 24,000 in 1960 to slightly over lO.CXX). Intrastate
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rates were increased substantially, sometimes by up to 40 percent, using the pre-emption clauses in the

aa.

These actions caused additional loses in ridership, as the rural areas losing service no longer fed

the trunk network and as the shorter-haul intrastate ridership dropped in response to the fare increases.

These losses, coupled with the loss of long-haul riders to the airlines, created a precipitous decline in

regular-route ridership. and doubts were heard about the continued viability of the industry. At the same

time, the relaxation of entry controls over charters and tours resulted in a wholesale shift to the charter

and tour markets, with many new low cost firms providing only charter service. Casino and airport

service also were growth markets, but carriers providing regular route service were hurt by the increased

charter competition which eliminated their ability to cross-subsidize unprofitable regular-tour service.

Many smaller regional carriers dropped regular-route services altogether, while some others with

substantial short-haul traffic were able to focus on the short-haul customer and make money. The two

major national firms, Greyhound and Trailways, providing the bulk of the regular-route service, were in

trouble.

The last two years have seen some major changes in the structure of the industry as a result of

these difficulties. Greyhound Corporation began an effort to increase the profitability of the bus line by

reducing its labor costs and its assets. This effort culminated in the rejection of a proposed national labor

agreement in late 1986, which led Greyhound Corporation to sell the bus line to a group of individuals

headed by Fred Currey of BusLease, Inc. The new firm negotiated a new contract, and began to focus

on reviving the bus line, which operates imder the same Greyhound Lines. New initiatives included

efforts to find new terminal facilities in iniermodal facilities, market driven pricing strategies, contracting

and franchising of services, and the beginnings of the rural connection program. Meanwhile, Trailways

Lines, Inc.. the largest Trailways system carrier and the number two firm in the industry, began

withdrawing service from entire states (rather than on a line-by-line basis) in an effort to shrink to a viable

regional core. However, the firm appeared to be on the brink of bankruptcy, and was purchased by

Greyhound Lines in an effort to retain the national intercity bus network.

Following the purchase, Greyhound instituted a moratorium on additional route abandonments,

and began a program (the Greyhound/Trailways Rural Connection Program) to link-up with local rural

public transit systems to allow its passengers to reach many of the same places previously abandoned.

Pricing strategies were revised in an attempt to attraa back many passengers lost to airlines and autos.

Greyhound has also begun efforts to improve the quality and image of the services as well, including an

emphasis on moving stations to modem iniermodal facilities.
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DcveloDinents in Rural Public Transportation

At the same time that the regular route intercity bus industry began to withdraw from rural areas,

a new industry of local and regional transportation providers grew up to meet many local mobility needs.

As various human service and anti-poverty programs began or grew during the 1960s and 1970s they

recognized that clients in rural areas often could not gain access to the services being provided.

Transportation services focused on client trips were developed, along with more general services targeted

to low-income riders. Many of these programs were operated by private non-profit agencies, rather than

public entities, though most relied on public funding to operate service. By the early 1970s efforts to

develop rural transportation resources led to the Section 147 Rural Public Transportation Demonstration

Program under the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). This program funded approximately 100

demonstration projects across the country. Many of these involved the coordination of human service

agency transportation programs to produce improved effectiveress and efficiency. Partly as a result of

the Section 147 program evaluation. Section 18 of the Surface Transportation Act of 1978 included $75

million per year to provide capital and operating assistance for public transportation in rural and small

urban areas (under 50,000 population). At the same time the Section 16(b)(2) program was funded to

provide capital assistance only for private non-profit organizations that provide transportation to the elderly

and handicapped. These two funding sources, implemented at first by the FHWA and later through the

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA), provided Federal funds through the states to rural

providers.

This led to a period of growth and renewal in rural public transportation, with the creation of

many Section 18 systems, and the development of coordinated systems using Section 16(b)(2) funded

vehicles. By 1989 it was estimated that there were more than 10,000 local community transit systems,

of which 1,160 were Section 18 systems (serving tte general public in areas under 50,000 persons). These

Section 18 systems operate an estimated 10,1(X) vehicles, mostly vans and small buses. Services are

generally provided as demand-responsive service, subscription service, or regular fixed route, fixed

schedule service.

The Rural Connection Program

The idea of linking existing rural public transportation programs with the remaining intercity bus

routes has existed in various fonns for some time, but did not reaUy begin to take hold until it was

apparent that there were substantial numbers of such operations, and that they had developed significant

capabilities to provide transportation services in rural areas. The report of the Motor Carrier Ratemaking
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Study Commission in 1983 documented the loss of rural service at 2,154 points in the year following

passage of the BRRA, and suggested that rural public operators could take intercity passengers to the

nearest remaining intercity bus stops to maintain rural intercity mobility, particularly for the elderly.^

However, some of the first attempts to create some linkages revealed some problems.

In Iowa, an UMTA demonstration project involving rural operators linking small tovms to

Jefferson Line services found that ridership was quite low, particularly in areas that had lost intercity bus

service some time before. Apparently in those areas it was not possible to make the public realize that

a bus connection had been reinstated. In addition, frequent shifts in the location of intercity bus stops

prevented the development of local knowledge about where to wait for the bus. Inbound travel was also

difficult to arrange.

In Vermont, Stagecoach, a rural operator, became the Vermont Transit agent in Randolph. The

Stagecoach office was the terminal, and rural services provided the option of connections to daily intercity

bus schedules. However, despite marketing efforts, ridership was low, and the resulting revenue came

mainly finom the sale of charters and tours on Vermont Transit.'

However, knowledge of these programs was not widespread, and the rural linkage program began

with enthusiastic support from rural public transportation operators, with a number of the most innovative

ones eager to join up. The program offered four basic ways in which a local system could participate with

Greyhound, including taking passengers to designated intercity bus stops and picking them up at those

locations, using an additional ticket coupon in the intercity bus ticket, or a separate ticket and fare.

Greyhound has developed a marketing guidebook and materials for use by the rural operators to market

the availability of feeder service, and is making the materials available at reasonable cost The linkages

are shown in Russell's Official Bus Guide , which virtuaUy all intercity bus terminal staff and agents have

as their basic schedule and service reference. Also, the Greyhound national telephone information centers

have this same information, and can provide information on linkages to users and agents. Rural operators

can expand on the passenger linkage by carrying packages shipped by bus package express. A rural

operator can also become the conmiission agent of the bus company, selling tickets, providing information

and waiting facilities, and handling bus package express while also operating Uie rural services. In some

cases, the linkage between the rural and intercity services can take place at a shared intemiodal terminal.

^Motor Carrier Ratemaking Study Commission, A Report to the President and the Congress of the

United States. Part Two. Implementation of the Bus Regulatory Reform Act of 1982: The Impact on Older

Americans and the Effect on Intrastate Bus Services , pp. 389-393.

'Ecosometrics, Inc., Irmovative Funding for Intercity Modes, A Casebook of State. Local and Private

Approaches , prepared for the U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Technology and Planning

Assistance, July, 1987, pp. 39-41.

-6-



Combinations of these different ways of providing service under the Rural Connection program vary

considerably, depending on many factors. One of the key questions of this study concerns the ways in

which the various means of participation, and the characteristics of the local and intercity services, may

aid or reduce the success of the program.

Initially support was eitthusiastic, and the numbers of participating rural providers grew quickly

to the current 69 rural systems. In addition. Greyhound realized that rural connection services might also

be operated by some of its commission agents, and a companion program was developed to support these

independent private contractors. Other intercity carriers had also worked on similar programs, such as

Jefferson Lines, and Vermont Transit, and their efforts were also seen to be a part of this general approach

to linking rural areas with intercity bus lines. However, it was not long before some issues arose.

Some Key Issues

Initially, problems arose mainly from the hi^ expectations of many of the participants. Rural

providers sought marketing help from Greyhound, and waited for the development and provision of

mariceting materials. Ridership was (and is) generally low, unless there is promotion of heavily discounted

fares. Some dis^pointment arose as a result of the fact that hordes of riders did not appear simply as a

result of the listing in RusseU's Guide and the Greyhound information service. However, some significant

problems quickly emerged:

• Service Hours : Most rural public transportation systems do not operate at all in the evenings,

and on weekends. Peak ridership times on intercity bus services are Friday afternoon and

evening, and on Sunday afternoon and evening. Thus the rural systems cannot provide the

link at those times most likely to be used. In addition, many intercity bus services are

scheduled to provide cc«ivenient arrival and departure times at major cities, with the result

that rural stops may be late at night or early in the morning, when rural providers are not able

to provide service.

• Stops : In many rural areas stops are at places along the road, or at local businesses such as

motels and gas stations, that are not conducive to waiting passengers. Businesses may be

closed, and remote locations may be unsafe or exposed to the weather. Rural operators

typically do not operate any kind of terminal or transfer center, and routes often are designed

to serve major social service agency locations. Passengers are not likely to respond to long

waits at remote rural locations, and so the lack of a suitable site for making the connection

may have dampened demand.



• Marketing : Most rural operators have not developed much in the way of marketing

programs, and have little or no budget for marketing any services, much less the Rural

Connection. Much of the ridership on these systems consists of social service agency clients,

with limited general pubhc ridership. Among the general public riders, large numbers are

elderly. The rural transportation customer base is different from the intercity bus rider profile,

which is likely to be higher income and younger. To reach the potential intercity bus riders

in an area, marketing is needed to reach beyond the existing customers of the rural systems.

These problems become critical when the tight financial condition of rural public transportation

systems is known, because there is little that they can do on their own to expand service to evening and

weekend hours, build or operate terminals, or even maricet the service. Additional revenues from the

connecticm would not justify the heavy expenses needed to add service or market the rural connection.

In addition, for many rural systems, subsidies for each passenger-trip have to be billed to either an agency

contraa or a particular funding source. Taking passengers to an intercity connection required the use of

Section 18, local or state subsidies in cases where the total cost of the trip exceeded the revenue from the

operator's portion of the intercity ticket. In many cases, operators do not receive any revenue from

inbound passengers. Thus many rural operators may perceive Rural Connection services as increasing

their need for funding, not reducing it.

These problems became evident to Greyhound, and led to the proposal by Mr. Fred Currey,

President of Greyhound Lines, for a doubling in size of the Federal Section 18 programs to enable rural

providers to provide meaningful general public service, including evening and weekend hours. Terminals

were also addressed by this proposal. However, in the light of current Federal budget problems, the

outcome of this proposed legislation is doubtful.

Another issue that arose came from the orientation of many rural operators, who serve

handicapped individuals who use wheelchairs. Most rural operators have lift-equipped vans or buses to

provide this service, and they raised concerns over the lack of lifts on intercity coaches, despite the

Greyhound Helping Hand program. While this may not have affected ridership, it also reflected a

difference in goals, and became an issue between some rural operator and the private carriers.

Greyhound and the private intercity carriers count on bus package express to aid revenues on

regular route service, and bus package express is one of the most important services provided in rural

areas. It was anticipated that rural operators could also provide package express delivery, providing

additional revenue. Yet in many areas intrastate regulation of trucking and freight service created barriers

to this arrangement, by requiring rural operators to apply for operating authority and file tariffs. Also,

many rural operators did not have secure places, either on vehicles or in offices, for storing packages.

Some systems have had problems with the local commission agent. Most rural intercity bus ticket

agents are independent businesses who receive a commission on each ticket sold or package shipped.
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Most have little knowledge of rural public transportation in their area, and many have been less than

cooperative in selling tickets on the rural system, providing information, or even allowing rural operators

to drop off passengers on their property.

A review of the listings of rural operations in Russell's also highlights a potential user problem,

in that many of the rural services are listed as on-call. The passenger then has the responsibility of calling

in advance to make arrangements to be picked up or dropped off. Often these arrangements must be made

at least 24 hours in advance, and if the prospective rural passenger is inbound, it is not at aU clear what

needs to be done to make the linkage to the rural system. This is further complicated by the fact that

many of the rural services operate only on particular days.

It is unclear to what extent these problems have prevented the intercity feeder program from

achieving its full potential - that is what this study is intended to fmd out In the following chapters the

goals of the participants are presented, along with an evaluation of the degree to which those goals have

been achieved. In addition, recoirmiendations for the future direction of tfie program will be presented.





2
PROGRAM OVERVIEW

In this chapter an overview of the current status of the program will be provided, along with a

discussion of the goals of the participants in the program, a listing of current participants, and a

description of how the program is intended to work. Much of the information in this chapter was obtained

from a survey of the participating rural operators. The survey form used is included in this report as

AKJendix A. Also included is a hst of the operators who were surveyed, and a listing of those who

responded. Much additional information concerning goals and program operations was obtained from

interviews of participating agencies (CTAA, Greyhound Lines, UMTA, and the Michigan Department of

Transportation Intercity Program) and program materials. Also, several of the operators were interviewed

on site, and infonnation from these site visits is used throughout the report to further explain or illustrate

key points from the survey results. The rural operators that were interviewed included:

• Capital Area Rural Transportation System, Inc., (CARTS), Austin, Texas

• JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, Virginia

• Jackson Transit Authority, Jackson, Michigan

• Berien Bus, Benton Harbor, Michigan

Complete reports on these case studies are found later in the report.

CURRENT STATUS OF THE PROGRAM

Participants

There are currently 74 transit systems participating in the Rural Connection Program. The Rural

Connection Program Participant Survey was mailed to 76 systems. Two of these systems are no longer

operating (Region 14 Regional Transit System, Jeffersonville, Indiana, and Champ, Express, Lake Placid,
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New York). Eight of Uie remaining systems are subcontractors under one agency (CARTS, Austin, Texas)

and are grouped together as one system for the purpose of this study, bringing the number of Rural

Connection Program participants to 67. These are listed in Table 2-1 which also lists the agency location,

service area. Greyhound Terminals served, and survey response.

Most of the 67 participants are located in the Southeastern and Midwestern United States. Twenty

states have systems participating in the Rural Connection Program. The breakdown by state of Rural

Connection Program participants, survey respondents, and response rates is shown in Table 2-2.

Of these 67 transit systems, 36 of them returned the Rural Connection Program Participant

surveys. The list of contacts, addresses, and phone numbers are in Appendbi A organized alphabetically

by state. We followed up on all 31 of the non-responding systems by phoning them at least twice. A list

of the rK>n-responding systems and the action taken to elicit a response is in Appendix B.

Revenue Crcnerated

The survey results confinn that the program has not been a big success in terms of generating

revenue for the rural transit systems participating in the program. As shown in Table 2-3 the total revenue

from December 1987 to November 1989 coUected from Greyhound by the survey respondents for

transporting cormecting passengers was $3,194.00. This figure does not include fares that the rural

systems may have charged these connecting passengers in addition to Greyhound revenue or state

suf^rted financial assistance.

The most successful system in terms of generating revenue has been the City of Jackson

Transportation Authority, Jackson, MichigaiL They have received $1,434.00 from Greyhound for

connecting passengers from September 1988 to November 1989. This works out to about $95.60 per

mondi in revenue for the system.

Isabella County Transportation Commission, Ml Pleasant. Michigan, is the second most successful

system in terms of revenue generation. They have collected $652.50 for transporting connecting

Greyhound passengers from August 1988 to November 1989. Their revenue per month from Greyhound

for this period was $41.00.

It is important to note that both of these systems are located in Michigan, a slate which provides

financial assistance to Rural Connection Program participants. In addition to the revenue provided by

Greyhound for transporting the connecting passengers, these systems also receive money Irom the state

to offset some of the added expenses of participating in the program. Both of these programs use the state

money to e5^and their operating hours to help meet the demands of intercity passengers who most

frequently travel during weekend and evening hours.
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Table 2-2 RURAL CONNECTION PARTICIPANTS BY STATE

STATE NUMBER OF RCP
SYSTEMS

NUMBER OF RCP
RESPONDENTS

RESPONSE
RATE

ALABAMA 6 3 50%

ILLINOIS 2 1 50%

INDIANA 2 1 50%

IOWA 10 4 40%

KENTUCKY 4 4 100%

MICHIGAN 6 5 83%

MISSISSIPPI 3 0 0%

MISSOURI 1 1 100%

NEBRASKA 11 7 64%

INtW MtAlCU 1 1

NEW YORK 3 3 100%

NORTH CAROLINA 2 0 0%

OHIO 1 0 0%

OREGON 1 0 0%

PENNSYLVANIA 1 0 0%

SOUTH CAROLINA 1 1 100%

TENNESSEE 7 1 14%

TEXAS 3 2 67%

VIRGINIA 1 1 100%

WEST VIRGINL\ 1 1 100%
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A complete list of each responding system and their total passenger revenue received from

Greyhound is located in Table 2-3. The revenue coUected from package express was not included in this

table because none of the respondents have package express service.

Ridership Data

Ridership for the Rural Connection Program is low. The total Rural Conr^ction ridership for the

responding systems involved with the program from December 1987 to November 1989 was 2,712. The

highest level of ridership was reported by the City of Jackson Transportation Authority, Jackson,

Michigan, with 957 total riders. Only five systems reported more that 150 riders over the course of the

program. All of these five systems have extended hours, and three of them are located in Michigan. As

mentioned above, Michigan subsidizes the Rural Connection Program. A complete list of each responding

system, their inbound ridership, their outbound ridership, and their total ridership is located in Table 2-3.

Performance Measures

For the Rural Connection Program itself, the only data which can be examined to determine

performance are the revenue and the ridership figures. The revenue collected per Rural Connection trip

for each responding system is listed in Table 2-3. The most revenue collected per trip by a rural

connector was reported by Pee Dee Regional Transportation Authority, Florence, South Carolina. They

collected $5.90 per trip. That figure is impressive until you see that Pee Dee has only carried one

passenger and the revenue ft"om that one trip was $5.90.

The City of Jackson Transportation Authority, which reported the highest ridership and revenue

totals, had a revenue per rural connection trip of $1.50. Isabella County Transportation Conmiission had

the second highest revenue and ridership figures with a revenue per trip of $1.13. As with the revenue

data, these figures do not include fares charged or state assistance.

Other performance measures were used to evaluate each system as a whole, apart from the Rural

Connection Program. These measures included systemwide cost per trip, cost per mile, and trips per mile.

The systemwide performance measures are listed alphabetically by state in Table 2-4,

One interesting point is whether or not participants recover their RCP costs in combined fare and

Greyhound Commission revenue. For example, of the two systems with the highest revenue and ridership

totals one may be recovering costs Gooking at the cost of an average trip), while the other does not. For

the Jackson Transit Authority, the cost per trip systemwide is $2.87, while average RCP revenues are

$1.50 in Greyhound commission revenue and $1.50 or $2.00 in fare revenue per trip (depending on
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whether the trip originates inside or outside the City limits). In Isabella County the systemwide cost per

trip is $4.33 and Rural Connection commission revenue per trip of $1.13 plus $1.00 per trip in local fares.

Current Trends of the Program

As more systems joined the Rural Cormection Program since its beginning in the Fall of 1987,

ridership steadily rose until April of 1989. The highest figures reported were for the month of March

1989. After this point ridership fell off somewhat until August of 1989, when it rose again, and then

declined somewhat from September 1989 to November 1989. The ridership trends are graphically

displayed in Figure 2-1.

The probable cause for the ridership increase that peaked in March 1989 is the "Many Happy

Returns" fare promotion that Greyhound offered during the first three months of the year. This promotion

offered a roundtrip ticket for the price of a one-way ticket. The other ridership peak, August 1989 is not

quite as obvious to explain. One possible explanation is the return of college students to their campuses

after Summer break.

IDENTinCATION OF PARTICIPANT GOALS

Greyhound Lines

Initially Greyhound Lines' interest in the rural feeder idea resulted from the coincidence of two

events. One was the purchase of the bus line by Fred Currey and a group of private investors, which

provided a new management outlook. Also, during the course of the purchase, the new owners learned

from terminal interviews that many Greyhound passengers had origins or destinations in rural areas. At

about the same time, CTAA representatives contacted Fred Currey with an idea for cooperation on rural

services between their rural provider membership and the intercity bus operator. CTAA representatives

met with Greyhound management to develop plans for a meeting of rural operators and company officials

during which the concejH would be presented and developed.

That meeting was held in Washington in August, 1987. Many different ideas were presented and

discussed, including the various options for linking rural operators to intercity carriers: connecting services,

as cOTimission agencies, as off-line commission agencies, as lessees of vehicles, as participants in pooled

insurance schemes, etc. Ultimately, the basic plan developed around the development of a service

connection, with the rural connectors treated as interline partners, submitting a coupon to Greyhound to

obtain a portion of the ticket revenue.
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Development of this concept should be seen in the context of a number of company programs to

reduce costs and improve services. A new emphasis on intermodal development took place at thie same

lime, as the firm sought to move its stations and terminals into public facilities shared with other carriers

(including transit systems and Amtrak). Contract service operation for urban and regional transit

operations also was a major corporate thrust at the time, and franchising of Greyhound service to other

intercity firms was also attempted.

The stated goals of the carrier with regard to the Rural Connection program have been to increase

ridership on the Greyhound's own system of intercity routes. No quantitative estimate of potential,

desired, or probable ridership was developed at the outset to assess the program rather some informal

ridership projections were made as it got underway. These were not publicly available, and were not used

as specific program goals. The company's primary goal was to determine a means to return to rural areas

at a low cost. The only public quantifiable program goals involved the number of participating rural

systems.

An analogy used by company spokespersons in support of both the Rural Connection Program

and iniennodalism was that of the telephone: if there were only two telephones in the world there would

be little usage, but as more and more people have one the demand increases dramatically. The idea was

that as more and more places were connected to the intercity bus network, ridership on the trunk system

would increase. Particularly in rural areas and small towns, addition of just a few riders per month can

represent large percentage increases. Also, profitability of a route can change dramatically with slight

changes in load factors. The need to keep as many places as possible on the national bus network was

a major factor in the company's decision to purchase Trailways Lines, rather than risk a cessation of

service to many of the poiitts served only by that firm.

Though never a stated goal, the positive public relations benefits of the Rural Conneaor Program

became more apparent as time progressed. Certainly the addition of potential service to many rural points

under this program provided a dramatic contrast with the high-profile abandonment of many rural services

by Greyhound following deregulation in 1983^. Virtually the only increase in the number of rural points

served by the intercity bus networic has come as a result of the Rural Connection Program. Although the

Rural Connection concept began prior to the purchase of Trailways Lines, Inc., that event increased the

public attention on the program, as Greyhound declared a moratorium on rural service discontinuances for

a year. (Trailways had been in the process of abandoning all services in a number of states in the

midwest) and Greyhound could point to this program as an attempt to avoid future service losses.

Overall, Greyhound's goal for the Rural Connection was an increase in ridership, and therefore

revenue, from carrying additional passengers who otherwise would not have taken an intercity bus trip

because they were unable to reach the nearest agency or terminal.
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CTAA

Initially Rural America's involvement came about in response to Fred Currey's statements

regarding a moratorium on rural service abandonments. The original concept as presented to UMTA, was

for a co-op providing legal advice, financing, etc. for its rural operator members using financing ftx)m the

National Co-op Bank. That idea was dropped, and discussions with Greyhound led to a shift to a program

involving the rural operators in connecting service. The idea of the Rural Connector was viewed as an

opportunity to offer rural operators a chance to do something entrepreneurial, working with the private

sector. Greyhound had the program lead at that point, having met with operators in Tennessee to schedule

celebratory inaugurals for service initiation under the program. The early ideas for the program included

plans for joint advertising, local publicity, ticket and package express commissions, vehicle leases, and

possibly even provision of liability insurance through Greyhound. AU of these were seen to offer benefits

for participating rural operators and by extensicm, the members of CTAA. For that reason. Rural

America/CTAA was interested in jointly sponsoring the meeting held in Washington in August, 1987, and

in the UMTA demonstration grant

UMTA

UMTA's involvement in the rural connection demonstration began when Greyhound Lines

approached the UMTA Administrator concerning the possibility of obtaining some funding through the

private sector initiatives program. Positive response from UMTA followed, and Greyhound developed

the program, working with Rural America (now CTAA). UMTA's view was that the project was "seed

money" for a program that the intercity bus industry was developing, and that the initiative was in the

hands of the industry rather than UMTA. In that sense, it appears that UMTA did not have any goals for

the Rural Cormection Program that were developed independently of Greyhound or Rural America.

According to the UMTA project manager, the program began in February of 1988, although it

took several months for activities to take place. Going into the project, it appears that UMTA did not

have any specific goals for the program, rather letting Greyhound and CTAA set their own goals.

Similarly, UMTA did not have a set timetable for the effort, limiting it to two years, or three, or even

more. This suggests that additional UMTA funding may be available to continue the demonstration

project

At this point however, UMTA may review applications for extension in terms of some possible

evaluation criteria suggested by the UMTA project manager. These include:
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• the extent to which it may get rural operators to think Hke entrepreneurs,

• evidence of a true connection between Greyhound and rural operators,

• the role of the program in assisting Greyhound to grow, and

• the degree to which it creates slate involvement, for example in funding.

The last point is significant because of the apparent link between state funding in Michigan, and

the success of the rural connectors in that state. UMTA's understanding is that Michigan and Texas,

which may also be funding connection activities by rural operators, are both affected by having intercity

services that are scheduled at times that rural operators are unlikely to be able to provide service, and

therefore have the need to fund additional operating hours. UMTA believes that ten of the 76 projects

are doing relatively well, showing ridership increases. This suggests (to UMTA) that the project should

focus on the ten successes and their characteristics.

Rural transportation issues may receive a higher priority in the new administration, as

Congressional interest seems to be increasing. If Greyhound wants to capitalize on this interest and extend

the project, it will have to produce and describe the tangible results of the funds expended to date, in order

to justify further funding, according to UMTA.

Rural ODcrators

As part of the survey of participating rural operators, a question was asked to determine the goals

for tl^ Rural Connection Program. This question was an open-ended one, with no sample responses listed,

and four lines provided for their answer. The question is number 17 on page 6 of the survey (a copy is

included as Appendix A) in the section covering the Rural Connection Program.

From the returned surveys, five major goal areas emerged. They are:

• To serve the community as a link to the intercity carriers, maximizing the mobility of rural

residents and providing a much needed service,

t Generate ridership for the system,

t Generate revenue for the system,

• To expand existing services, and

t To build prestige as a transportation provider by being associated with Greyhound,
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The goal most often mentioned in relation to the Rural Connection Program is service to the

community. Thirteen of the 35 responses received have mentioned service to the community as one of

their system's goals in participating in the Rural Connection Program. The general goal of community

service included more specific responses such as, "to assist residents with their travel needs outside the

service area," "to maximize the mobility opportunities of county residents," and "to provide transportation

linkage in small rural communities."

Generating ridership is the second most often listed goal, with five of the 35 responding systems

including it Although popular as a part of a set of goals, no system listed increasing ridership as its only

goal.

Four systems listed increased revenue as a goal of their involvement in the Rural Connection

Program. As with generating ridership, no system listed increased revenue as its only goal in relation to

the Rural Connection Program.

Building prestige as a public transportation provider was listed by four systems. Three of the four

systems specifically mentioned the association with Greyhound as being a boost for their images.

The last common goal was to expand service. These expansions include such things as beginning

package express, setting up new feeder services, and working toward shared terminals. Five of the 35

resporKling systems did not list any system goals in participating in the Rural Connection Program.

In examining the goals listed by the 35 agencies, it is apparent that the prevailing attitude among

the respondents is a commitment to community service. The systems seem to view the program primarily

as a service to the conmiunity, while listing other goals such as increased revenue, increased ridership,

expansion, and added prestige secondarily. Because no respondents listed either increased ridership or

increased revenue as a primary goal, it is evident that such benefits are not motivating forces in becoming

participants in the Rural Connection Program. There may be some significance to the thought that the

35 respondents are more committed to improving community service by the very fact they have turned

in the stirvey and are helping the program, whereas the 40 who have not responded may not view the

program with die same spirit of community service. Each operator's goals for the program are listed in

Table 2-5.

Michigan Department of Transportation

In addition to the direct participants in the Rural Conneaor Demonstration Project, the State of

Michigan also funded a demonstration project to support the development of rural connectors in that state.

The Bureau of Urban and Public Transportation (UPTRAN) in the state's Department of Transportation

includes an Intercity Division, which has long been in the forefront of state efforts to develop both
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Table 2-5: RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM: AGENCY GOALS

NAME OF AGENCY CITY STATE GOALS

Coordinated Accessible Rural Birmingham
Transit System (CARTS)

H.E.L.P., Inc. Carrollton

West Alabama Health Service Eutaw

Region Six Planning Commission Marshalltown

East Central Iowa Transit Cedar Rapids

Homecare Services, Inc. Adel

Warren County Community Action Indianola
Agency (CAA)

Rides Transportation Project Rosiclare

Transportation for Rural Areas Anderson
of Madison County (TRAM)

Blue Grass Community Action
Agency (BUS)

Community Action
Transportation System
(C.A.T.S.

)

Fulton County Transit
Authority

Green River Intra-County
Transit System (G.R.I.T.S.)

Bay Area Transportation
Authority

Frankfort

Lexington

Fulton

AL

AL

AL

lA

lA

lA

lA

IL

IN

KY

KY

KY

KYOwensboro

Traverse City MI

City of Jackson Transportation Jackson MI
Authority

Isabella County Transportation Mt. Pleasant MI
Commission

Muskegon Area Transit System North Muskegon MI
(MATS)

Twin Cities Area
Transportation Authority

Benton Harbor MI

To provide demand response service
to any and all Greyhound or
Trailways terminals in Jefferson
Co., Alabama.

Our goal is to serve as a link
between the rural passenger and
Greyhound, and to become known by
all Greyhound passengers.

Market service, generate ridership

Unsure at this time

To serve a special client need and
to generate additional revenues.

To provide this service to our
riders

.

Although we do not expect the
Rural Connection Program to be a
money maker, we feel it is a vital
service to small towns who lost
intercity bus service 40 years
ago.

Provide transportation for rural
residents to interstate bus
terminal in Anderson.

We will serve on an as needed
basis. We anticipate increased
ridership as our main Greyhound
route has been discontinued. (KY
127 Corridor)

Would like regular feeder program
set up with Greyhound to Kentucky
Lake area, area colleges: Murray
State, Murray, U.T.M., Martin
Branch of U.T., Tn.

Increase mobility opportunities
for our community; supplement
our revenues.

Maximize the mobility
opportunities of the residents of
Jackson County. As an agency,
provide a total transportation
system.

Boost ridership, market bus image.

None

To help those in the rural area
have transportation to local
terminal to travel.
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Table 2-5 Continued

NAME OF AGENCY CITY STATE GOALS

Southeast Missouri
Transportation Service, Inc.

Fredericktown MO Assist residents with their travel
needs outside the service area.

York County Transportation-
Handibus/Busy Wheels

York NE Be a part of the network, possibly
collect a few dollars.

Blue Rivers Area Agency on
Aging

Beatrice NE Provide transportation linkage in
small rural communities

Eastern Nebraska Office on
Aging

Omaha KE

Saline County Area Transit Western NE To serve our passengers as best we
can to connect our clients to
farther points with Greyhound.

Saunders County Handi Van Wahoo NE To provide a service when needed.

Hall County Handibus Grand Island NE To enable the elderly and
handicapped of any age, who have
no other means of transportation,
to reach the local Greyhound
Terminal and travel outside of
Hall county in Nebraska

SENLOW Transportation System Kearney NE

DART Transportation Deming NM To serve public and maximize
revenue

.

Chautauqua Area Rural Transit
(CARTS)

Falconer NY To improve coordinated
transportation within Chautaugua
County

.

Clinton Area Rural Transit
(CART)

Plattsburgh NY Provide frequent, reliable,
convenient transportation to and
from the Greyhound Terminal to
develop a network of regular
riders.

Gadabout Transportation
Services, Inc

Ithaca NY

Pee Dee Regional
Transportation Authority
(PORTA)

Florence SC Provide increased mobility for
rural citizen, increase agency
revenues.

Southeast Tennessee Human
Resource Agency (Rural
Transportation Authority)

Dunlap TN To transport more people and to
get into package express.

Capital Area Rural
Transportation System (CARTS)

Austin TX Increase ridership; cooperate with
intercity carriers; build image as
public transit operator; make
available additional service for
passengers.

Texoma Area Paratransit
System, Inc. (TAPS)

Denison TX Working toward shared terminal for
Sherman/Denison and to become a
commissioned agent. Consider
package express in future.

JAUNT, Inc. Charlottesville VA Improve mobility for folks in our
area without spending a fortune.

Potomac Valley Transit
Authority

Petersburg WV Gain prestige for PVTA by
association with Greyhound, while
increasing revenue and passenger
counts

.
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intercity bus and rail programs. Current programs in support of regular route intercity bus service include

lease of state-owned buses to carriers for operation of regular route service, operating assistance for rural

and small city routes, capital and some operating costs for intermodal terminals (including intercity bus,

local transit, and Amtrak wherever possible), and marketing programs. At the same time, Michigan has

extensive local public transportation available in rural counties, affording the possibility to connect with

intercity bus lines. In 1987, the state perfonned an evaluation of the intercity bus program, and one of

the recommendations was to include funding for demonstration projects, with the initial efforts to focus

on the Rural Conneaor Program as a means of linking rural areas that did not have intercity service with

the remaining network. The reason for establishing the program was "... to provide citizens in small urban

and rural communities greater access to intercity bus transportation and thereby reduce potential isolation

for such people." The state felt that rural operators would also gain from the positive association with the

intercity carriers serving the state, Greyhound and Indian TraUs, and from additional ridership and revenue.

Local goals varied, and are treated under the section about rural operators. The Michigan program used

UMTA and state money to provide participating systems with funds for marketing, funds for additional

service hours to allow evening and weekend connecting service, and some technical assistance in setting

up the program. Michigan did not have any defined quantitative goals for ridership or revenues from the

program at the outset, but is examining the relationship of costs and incremental ridership as part of the

demonstration evaluation.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

The first step in becoming a Rural Connection Program participant is learning of the program.

Marketing the program to potential operators is the responsibility of both Greyhound Lines, Inc. and the

CTAA. The lead organization in marketing the program to the rural operators has been the CTAA. They

provide information about the program to a large netwoilc of rural operators through regional meetings,

state meetings, and through their publication, The Community Transportation Reporter .

When a rural operator hears of the program and thinks that they could be a potential cormector,

the next step is for them to contact either Greyhound or CTTAA. The rural operator and the Greyhound

Rural Connection Program manager will discuss the possibilities that exist for connecting intercity bus

service and local public transit in the particular community. The various levels of involvement that could

occur for the rural transit system would be decided at this time.

These levels of involvement for the rural system relate to the roles they would play as connectors.

For example, they could be feeder systems for the intercity terminals; they could provide package express;
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they could be ticket agents; or they could share a terminal, with either Greyhound or the rural system

being the owner or lease holder of the facility.

The next step is for Greyhound to send out a detailed information packet to the rural operator.

This packet includes all of the materials necessary to sign up for the program. The rural operator and the

intercity carrier then enter into an operating agreement together to provide connecting service to the rural

community. They may also enter into agreements concerning the sharing of terminals at this time.

Once an operator has signed on to become part of the program Greyhound and/or CTAA staff

provide cxi-site training to new feeder systems, including introductions to the Greyhound sales manager

and local agent The operator will receive a coupon book, a coupon manifest, a program manual, and a

marketing manual. The program manual provides detailed instructions on completing the necessary

paperwoik involved with the program as well as a zone map and table and important Greyhound telephone

nimibers. The marketing manual provides sample marketing materials and tips on carrying out a

marketing campaign. The operator will also receive a marketing manual from CTAA which provides

additional marketing materials and ideas as well as a newsletter devoted entirely to the Rural Connection

Program and published by CTAA.

At this time the operator begins serving the terminal, or formalizes their existing service to the

terminal. Greyhound lists the rural operator's schedule in Russell's Guide at this time. Ideally the

operator and Greyhound should hold some sort of kickoff event to publicize the availability of the

connection to the community. The operator should also begin including the Rural Connection Program

in their system-wide marketing efforts. Figure 2-2 provides a graphic summary of the program

participants and their marketing responsibilities.

In order for the rural operator to get reimbursed by Greyhound for the passengers carried to the

terminal he/she must make sure that the aR)ropriate administrative steps are taken. The first step is to

make sure that the coupons are property filled out These coupons are two part forais which are filled

out when the passenger rides to the Greyhound terminal. The information on the coupon includes: the

Federal identification number of the operator, the date, the name of the passenger, the transfer point, the

destinatiai, the miles to be travelled on Greyhound, the zone, and the zone amount. Instructions for

completing the coupons are included with the program manual. One copy of this coupon is kept by the

rural operator, and one is given to the passenger to be turned in to the Greyhound ticket agent.

The rural operator then takes the completed coupons and enters them into a coupon manifest. The

completed manifests and coupons are sent to the Greyhound Interline Department in Des Moines, Iowa,

each month. Greyhound matches up the coupons received by their ticket agents with those sent in by the

rural operators. Greyhound will only pay for those rides for which there are matched coupon pairs. They

then will send the ^propriate payment to the rural operator for all of the matched coupon sets received.
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UMTA
Funded marketing

manual through

CTAA.

CTAA
• Hired marketing

consultant to develop

marketing manual

for program.

• Distributes manual

to rural connectors.

OPERATORS
• Market program in local

communities.

• Incorporate Rural Connection

Program into systemwide

marketing programs.

rGREYHOUND^
• Provides marketing

manual.

• Provides printed materials

at cost.

• Offers periodic fare

promotions.

• Lists connectors in

Russell's Guide .

A

Figure 2-2: SUMMARY OF MARKETING RESPONSIBILITIES
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The payments range from $.50-$6.00 per ride depending on the distances travelled on Greyhound by the

connecting passengers. There is no payment or paperwork to be done for passengers picked up at the

Greyhound terminal by the rural connectors, but Greyhound does waive the commission nomially required

from other carriers and the operator does collect the usual fare.

For a passenger to use the rural connector they must first contact either the rural operator or

Russell's Guide to determine if they are going to be travelling during operating hours for the connector.

They then must reserve a ride on the connector, letting the connector know which inbound schedule they

will be arriving on. Most, but not all, of the connectors serve the Greyhound terminals on an advance

reservation system.

The passenger will provide either the connector dispatcher or driver with the information needed

for the coupon. He/she will bring a copy of the coupon to the Greyhound ticket agent. If the passenger

needs a connector ride on the destination end of the trip he/she will need to consult Russell's Guide and

arrange for the trip. The passenger will pay a fare for any trips made on the connecting transit systems.

Figure 2-3 graphically displays how the program works and how the different participants are

related. The activity flow of the program is shown in Figure 2-4.
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3
ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPANTS

This chapter examines the participating rural operators in more detail, using information from the

survey of rural operators, and using case studies from the on-site interviews. The first section is primarily

descriptive of the operators who responded to the survey; the second includes the case studies; the third

discusses the attributes leading to program success; and the fourth identifies barriers to implementation,

unresolved issues, and program benefits.

SURVEY OF PARTICIPANTS

In order to collect information about the transit systems involved in the Rural Cormection Program

(RCP), we mailed each system an eight page survey which asked 24 questions pertaining to three major

areas: service characteristics, administrative characteristics, and Rural Cormection Program characteristics.

Service Characteristics

Of the survey respondrats, 34 of the 36 serve both the general public and social service agencies.

Two of the respondents serve only the general public. For the respondents as a group, 54 percent of the

total trips are made for the general public, and 46 percent of the trips are made for social service agency

clients. The breakdown between general public trips and social service ag^cy trips for each system is

listed in Table 3-1.

The types of services provided by each agency include demand-responsive, fixed route,

subscription, and other. The breakdown of service types for the group as a whole is as foDows: demand-

responsive (54%); fixed route (25.4%); subscription (14.6%); and other (6%). Table 3-1 shows the types

of services [rovided by each system.

-41-



CO

<
Q
U

Q O
Z M
< >

es w
a
o u<
a: o
J o w
«< M On
K M
U OQ (£
2 O E-i

U Oi

J u w
< u u oi
M M 2 M
u > w oc
O OS O H
W U <
W

OS w
ac M
E-i OS
O E-I

O I 2
Cu CQ OM D M
CC t/) E-i

H 04M
*> OS

u
w

(/) Q W
W HM X 3

OS M O
Eh Pu OC

M a u
CU 2 M
M itf 2
OC £ O
E-i Cd Bj
Q W

* g

< Qli

O M
2 OS
2 H

1 o c

o £O TJ o 0> O C O "D o
Q O U o Co t~ 1 V£> 1 00 -H ro CO 01 r~ r~ r- m
f~ .-H C i-t » o .-H in V£> .-( ji: • iH

1 0 1 6u O 1 (A «—

I

1 0) 4J 1 1 1 1 1

1 o O 1 U) in nj 1 o J) n o o in o o o
£ oo 9-1 1— >, ^ f—i rn 3 VD O 00 VX> 00

O <B o O 10 00 o tr o o o O o O f-l

O n o • •H o c 01 o 1-1 1

O - c O 4-1 - 0 . >« M o - 1 « o
>, O >• a >l T Ifl >i 0) >i >l <N O >iO >, >iO
IT) r- IT) M IB V) ns a ns m c 10 Ifl 1 o o HJ o IB (0 l3^

•tJ rH D 0
1 O c/1 n TJ C 0 73 73 o 00 o o 73 00 73 73 O

1 -H o » -H M ->-( -H O. O i-l O CD -H O -rH •H
U o o Li Li o o u U C 0 Li Li 1^ 1 o ^ Li LI Li %

tu o o Cl, >, tu CO m Cu C Cl4 o o <\i r [14 >, [14 [14 >,
1 in vt> 1 m 1 o r- 1 3 1 1 > V 1 1 O 1 o 1 H) 1 1 IB

>1 O iH >.T> >, >,co >1 >i 0) 0 >i >i . O f»1 >i73 >, >,73
113 1 U in - 1 0 1 Ifl m -H m 10 [14 O ro >i> m Li IB 10 u
tJ » o •O 3 73 • o •n •o 0 4) > 73 73 in o 73 3 73 73 3
C Cu o C C c o C 4J c c E u c C » . o • C 4J C C 4J
0 a >^ o n) 0 3 0 ifl c o 0 0 V 0 o • 3 • x: 0 m 0 O IB

s: X o r w s: CO o 2: w 0 X 2 CO 0) £ r E-i S E-i as CO X CO

o o O o o O o o o o o o o o
IT) o \£> m VO «r in \o in in o
r- iH

o
m in

u
w
Vi
CO

[I4

o
ta

<
2

O
in

o
in

o
in

< < < < _)
< < •t M M M M M

c c
o o
-H -H JJ

<B V 01 4J O
Li 0 n 0 01

3 •H •H JJ < f-i

OS > tH 0
Li 0) Li

V — 0 c o Oi
-I w 05 CJ 10 c -H
XI El Li M c C
•H OC Eh 3 0
cn < 4J c •H
w u 1—

1

-H 10 in

0>
— 10 c s V O 0

u 9) c 0 o u 4J

0 e X 10 M -H Ll

< V O >-t > >n o
c IB 04 .-H Li 4J — a

73 W H E <0 01 §^
(0

«) >. 10 X LI CO c
JJ to J3 -H U o u 10

"0 10 w c 4) o — Ll

C 4J a< 0> Li (n
•H -H < c o IB C >i
73 W o O 0) 0 n
L4 C 4J 4J 9) LI C 4)

0 >B [il 0) (0 B Li 0) 73
O Li 01 41 IB 0 IB cr>

U El X s OS u X S < OS

2 >-i I-l

M Hi £
<n

<o

0)

Ll c
< o

CO
i-H ^ 4J
IB £ o 4J EH C

<
e iJ

c •

3 M io

OS Eh >1 0) •rH O • 4J

4J 4J to U OS <0

Ll •H 10 c 1 4J

O >i c Si lO IB O Ll

3 C Cfl Ll M o
C 0 Eh 4J a

C 3 H C c e in

O O 0 4J O >1 M 0) c
•H U u -~ O -H 4J U IB

CO < 4J c u in Ll

10 c B 3 IB —

.

3 0) >n EH

AJ 0 09 CQ >iiJ • 0 >i > cn
Lj 10 <B

— 4J Ll CO U 4-) •rH IB 4J

O -H U •tH O • -H OS 0) -H
a73 O >i c aEH C Ll •H L4 Ll

n <B u 3 IB o o c « < O
C £ 4) C E C < •u ,c 4) C
IB 3 4) E IB • .-H 4J (j) IB >i.l-)

Ll <4H ^ 01 O Ll U 3 3 Ll Ll IB 3
Eh O CQ < U Eh — Du < O EH CQ <

-42-



<
Q
U

Q U
< >
CO M
a; M
O tu
X O
J U CO
«a: M £L
(£ J M
u oa ix:

Z O E-i

o

J U >i CO

< u u a,
M M Z M
U > U K
O Ct (J H
CO U <

CO

OC CO

X M
O E-i

CO I z
Oi CQ o
t-1 => l-l

OS CO E-1

t-l d,

u
CO

CO Q Ci3

cu DaM X O
Ct M o
t- Du tC

CO Q Id
Oi Z CO

td Du
Q CO

J to
< Oi
3 M
Z 02
Z E-
<

1 U • 0 0 in 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 00 CO 4J 0 0 rH 0 0 0 0 0 >, 0 0 00 It-I CO 0 r~ 1^ UJ 0 r~ p- (0 CO a\ 00 CO
« m iH ON iH iH x-l CO .H rH rH 73 l-H <-H rH rH

0 CO e 1 f—

1

I 1 1 tH 1 1 1 J 1 1 1

in 1 u fo 0 0 1 0 in in 1 0 0 0 r~ 0 0
CD 0 <N 0 0 0 0 0 «—

t

0 0 0 0 m
00 Cju ^ 1 r~ 00 0 <r) 00 CO 0 CO CO 00 CO I

—

3 E 0 ^ \D ^ 0 0 0 CD 0 0 0 >i 0 0 0 0
1 CO jj a 1 0 r-H 0 <u0 0 u 0 .0 1 -0
0 0 n] f-H >iO >lO >, >, >i >, >, >, >, >, >,

in 0 Ll (0 0 UJ 0 10 ID CO <T! M nj ITS fl0 .-( 0 4J rH 0 --i CO T5 T> T3 "0 T) 73 01 T) 73 73 73
1 IJ> C -H •H H 0 -H -H -H •H •H -H a •H f-t •H -H

»o 0 i-t 0 4J u Ul n u u U i-i U M
M 0 <-i 1 U C Cii >i Cu >i tu Cu Cij (u Cij Ut w C14 tt, U-t

3 r- 1 0 3 1 m 1 0) T3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 U{ 1 1 1

x: 0 0 0 1 >iT3 >,T3 V >l >i >, >i >1 >A >1 3 >i >, >1 >H
E- .-H r- . ig u <CI u 0 UJ u <0 (0 0 IB

1 • 1 > "0 3 -0 3 c T3 "D "D 73 73 £ -V 73 T3 73
C C 4J [jL, 0 u C JJ C J-l C c C c c c C 0) C C C C
0 3 1 m D 0 11 0 m 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 T 0) 0 0 0 0
r CO CO 3: CO r CO IS 2: £ X T. 5: s: <N 3 2: £ z:

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
in 0 0 0 in 0 0

^.
c in 0 0 <Ti 0 in 0 in 00

GO lO iH vo ON 0 CD 0 CN
rH rH

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 «s 0 0 0 m 0 0 0 0
CD 0 0 0 in 0 0 c m 0 0 0 in in (N
t-H in CJ\ CM CNJ r~

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
T 0 0 0 0

0
rH

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
t— ID 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HH M M 0 ca Cd w u a U s: >H >H >H CJ

2: 2: 2: 2: £ z z z z z z 2 2 z Z z CO

C c
0 0
•H •H e E H

JJ V 0 0) (0

« <9 4J c c c 4J 4-) c 4J

4J U M 0 0 0 -H c 10 ID H
U V4 >< >. •H 10 ITJ >i CO

0 « 4J 4J >i <u c > to Eh c c 4-1

a a •H v u u IT! ID 0
CO (A u u 4-1 c -H tH •H c V4 •rt tH

c c •rH 0 •H tH V) V iH EH 10 0 m Eh 4J 0
0) x; > 0 ^ CtH c 3 -r4 c IH ID x:

tH c 4J -H IH a V < 0 •0 0 .a 4-1 0 3 rH 4-1 4J

Eh Eh <TJ 3 kH 01 CO ID t) X •H IT) -rH OS ID IH 3
IH m < 3 CO C JZ IT) U T3 4J 4-1 tH 0 <

c >1 Eh 4J 0 lU < >1 C tH Ifl ID 3 a ID

0 4J IH c CO c u tH 10 4J ifl 0 4-1 41 Ct to C C
(0 c IT! < 0 lA 0 EH >, < IT) c X a IH c U 0 0
ji; 3 V •H -H -r^ 10 tH 4J 3 10 0 < ID ID C -rH -r-(

0 0 U 10 4J 2: 4J >i 3 10 c 0 >, c a 4) IH M CP4J
CJ c < 4) ifl 4J OQ IH a> 3 u 4-1 10 in ID tH Eh 4) CD

•-J 0 -H 4-) 4J 4J c z 0 c u c 3 < OS 4-1

U Ifl -H c 4J IH to tH 3 10 > U 10 3 Eh nJ cr 4-1 10 U
«H ^ rH W 0 C <u 0 0 3 -rH c tH 0 3 — C 3 4) 41 0
0 u rH m 0 a (U <x U J3 OS M 4) (U u » Eh IB CO 0 — 0 U 41 a

0 4) -H 0! CO (0 £. m -H CP 0) C 73 0 4-1 Eh 4J Eh -Q -H Q 10

>ix; i M Eh c c XJ C 73 0) c 4-) C -H c: rH -5 Eh 3 OS C K ID > C
4-1 4J « E <0 «f 3 m IH C 3 r4 10 -rH 3 rH Z ID < -H < T! tH 4) ID

H 3 10 0 3 ^ 3 M 0 M 0 IT) rH IT) tr> IT! 10 IT) OJ < -C U U ID 0 4> t4

0 < HH U 2: — Eh Eh CO EH >H X m < a < CO CO X CO Q u ~- u — 0 CO a. Eh

-43'



<
a
w

Q U
Z M
< >
(/) u
OS 01

O Cl4

X o
•J u w
<£ 11 Oi
2 J M
U OQ cc
Z 3 H
O

J td W
< U U Qj
M M Z M
U > W OS
O K O
W U <S

I

oo

>1
<fl

•o

I

>,

•o
c
o
z:

o

o
CO

*
o

X M o
E-1 a
O H
dip

W 1 z o
oi CO o
M 3 M o
a M E-
£-« Oi

M
U
CO

c/1 a u o
a. u E-"

M X 3 o
DC M O
Eh [n OS

cu z M
M < z
OS 2 o
tH u
Q <n

dp CO
OS

iJ (0
< 04
3 M
Z OS
Z E->

<

o
o

M
W

o

o
rt ro
E-i .-I

I

. O
C O
Si O
3 «
SI Cu
3 I

W £

o •

o >
r- vj

iH v
I wo
O 4J
CD O
O IQ

Cu C
I o
X. o

[I4

I

>l
t
•o
c
o
£

TJ
C
o
T.

a

o
o

o

00

o
o

o »H r- <N o
o m r— T o
o <T> f- in o
o vo p- IX>

in 00 <-l «T p-

<N iH

z X X <
Itl EH H >

w
H

c ~
<9 >, u
e 4J 4J

-H 4J

X ifl M E « •w
1-1 O 0 C n

41 ax: 4J (0 ~ c
0) OS U </) >«

W ~- D >,
n <; U (0 x) a, £h

0) >i 3 U Hcue OS c Id >1ceo o CLi *
V 0 -H «

0) 4-1

< m M <0 V c o ID

< 4J U M c > >1
01 0) >-i IH < M 4J
Id 0 0 rH O 0 -H 4J

0) M a n) a S o
J= 3 w 4J (A E V E 0 Eh
4-1 o c •H C O 4J z 0 J3
3 10 H) a D X w 4J 4J «
0 01 ^ ig M t) >1 < 0 3 «
CO OS EH U £h Eh to 04 <

-44-



Annual systemwide ridership for the respondents varies from a low of 2,675 passengers per year

to a high of 796,040 passengers per year. In general, the systems with low ridership levels also have low

Rural Connection Program ridership. Annual ridership for each system is also shown in Table 3-1.

The Rural Connection Program survey respondents represent a variety of fleet sizes, populations

served, and service area sizes. The smallest fleet is made up of one van, while the largest fleet operates

128 vehicles. The average fleet size for the group is 26 vehicles. No strong relationship was found

between fleet size and Rural Connection Program ridership. Table 3-2 shows the service area sizes, both

population and square miles, and the fleet sizes for each respondent.

Most of the responding systems operate only during regular business hours, although some do have

extended hours. The hours of service for each agency is shown in Table 3-1. Extended service hours

were found to be related to increased ridership for the Rural Connection Program participants and this

relationship is further discussed in Subtask 2.1.

As shown in Table 3-3 most of the responding systems do not hold regulatory permits for either

passengers or packages from either the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) or from their state Public

Utility Commission (PUC). The services provided by these systems generally do not require such permits.

The lack of regulatory authority held by the survey respondents is probably the reason why so few are

involved in package express.

Only two of the responding systems handle package express and neither of these systems handles

packages in conjunction with Greyhound. Rides Transportation Project in Rosiclare, Illinois, delivers

packages for the elderly, and Pee Dee Regional Transportation Authority in Florence, South Carolina,

delivers luggage for airlines. Neither of these systems has been required to hold any regulatory permits

for these activities. Of the remaining 34 respondents, 15 indicated an interest in package delivery, 17

indicated no interest in package delivery, and two did not answer the question.

Administrative Characteristics

Operating funds for the participating agencies come from a myriad of sources including UMTA

Sections 18, 9, and 16(b)(2); Title in Aging; Section XIX Medicaid, state grants; fares, local millages,

local governments; contracts; and in-kind. The annual operating budgets range from a low of $28,989 to

a high of $2,215,000.

The system with the highest annual operating budget is also the system with the highest RCP

ridership; however, other high budget systems do not also have high RCP ridership. Although a direct

connection between amount of funds available and RCP ridership cannot be made for the program, there

does seem to be a relationship between the amount of state flnancial assistance received for the RCP and
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Table 3-2

RURAL CONNECTION PARTICIPANT DATA SERVICE AND AND FLEET SIZE

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE SERVICE SERVICE # OF
AREA AREA VEHICLES
SIZE SIZE

SQ MILES POPULATION

Coordinated Accessible Rural
Transit System (CARTS)

AL 1115 0 671324 12

H.E.L.P., Inc. AL 887 0 22400 11

West Alabama Health Service AL 5210 0 91650 75

Region Six Planning Commission lA 2 457 . 0 1022 67 24

East Central Iowa Transit lA 3787 .0 333000 84

Homecare Services, Inc. lA 0 . 0 30000 6

Warren County Community Action
Agency (CAA)

lA 570 .0 34000 4

Rides Transportation Project IL 1777 .0 63378 17

Transportation for Rural Areas
of Madison County (TRAM)

IN 415 .7 72426 5

Blue Grass Community Action
Agency (BUS)

KY 2816 .0 219689 27

Community Action
Transportation System
(C.A.T.S .

)

KY 1047 .0 42371 8

Fulton County Transit
Authority

KY 946 .0 25000 7

Green River Intra-County
Transit System (G.R.I.T.S.)

KY 2628 .0 179613 23

Bay Area Transportation
Authority

MI 600 .0 54000 30

City of Jackson Transportation
Authority

MI 704 .7 149500 50

Isabella County Transportation
Commission

MI 515 .0 56050 28

Mus)cegon Area Transit System
(MATS)

MI 520 .0 0 22

Twin Cities Area
Transportation Authority

MI 10 .0 25000 17

Southeast Missouri
Transportation Service, Inc.

MO 32000 .0 550000 65
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Table 3-2 Continued

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE SERVICE SERVICE # OF
AREA AREA VEHICLES
SIZE SIZE

SQ MILES POPULATION

York County Transportation- NE
Handibus/Busy Wheels

Blue Rivers Area Agency on NE
Aging

Eastern Nebraska Office on NE
Aging

Saline County Area Transit NE

Saunders County Handi Van NE

Hall County Handibus NE

SENLOW Transportation System NE

DART Transportation NM

Chautauqua Area Rural Transit NY
(CARTS)

Clinton Area Rural Transit NY
(CART)

Gadabout Transportation NY
Services, Inc

Pee Dee Regional SC
Transportation Authority
(PDRTA)

Southeast Tennessee Human TN
Resource Agency (Rural
Transportation Authority)

Capital Area Rural TX
Transportation System (CARTS)

Texoma Area Paratransit TX
System, Inc. (TAPS)

JAUNT, Inc. VA

Potomac Valley Transit WV
Authority

576.0

0.0

0.0

576.0

754.0

552.0

2402 .0

5000.0

1069.0

1089.0

492.0

6000.0

400.0

7500.0

2737.0

14798

0 17

13131

18716

47651

48367

20000

145000

81525

0

350000

173000

303233

92960

4

1

3

8

2

22

2166.4 152800

2700.0 70000

11

128

50

76

32

34

18

*** Total ***

92018.8 4252849 935
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Table 3-3

REGULATORY PERMITS HELD

NAME OF AGENCY STATE ICC ICC PUC PUC
PASS PACK PASS PACK

Coordinated Accessible Rural
Transit System (CARTS)

AL n n

U C T T) T r-»n • hi • L • r • , inc • All y y

West Aiaoama Heaitn service A TAL n n n n

Region Six Planning Coinmission lA n n

East Central Iowa Transit lA n n n n

nomecare oervices, inc. T ai/\ n n n n

Warren County Community Action
Agency (CAA)

lA n n n n

Rides Transportation Project IL n n n n

iransportation ror Kurax rvreas
of Madison County (TRAM)

IJN n n y n

Blue Grass Community Action
Agency (BUS)

n n y n

Community Action
Transportation System
(C.A.T.S.

)

KY y y

Fulton County Transit
Authority

KY y y n n

Green River Intra-County
Transit System (G.R.I.T.S.)

KY n n y n

Bay Area Transportation
Authority

MI n n n n

City of Jackson Transportation MI
Authority

n n y n

Isabella County Transportation
Commission

MI n n n n

Muskegon Area Transit System
(MATS)

MI

Twin Cities Area MI y n n n
Transportation Authority
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Table 3-3 Continued

NAME OF AGENCY STATE ICC ICC PUC PUC
PASS PACK PASS PACK

Southeast Missouri MO n n n n

Handibus/Busy Wheels
11 11 11 11

Blue Rivers Area Agency on
Arri ncr

NE n n n n

£jaoL.cXiX ii^x/Xdo^ci \/xxx^^^

Aging

NE fi i 1

Saunders County Handi Van NE n n n n

Hall County Handibus NE n n n n

^F.NT.nw Tra n QDor't" al" i on Sv^t^m NE n

DART Transportation NM n n y y

Chautauona Area Rural Transit
(CARTS)

NY n n n n

Clinton Area Rural Transit NY n n n n

Gadabout Transportation NY n n n n

Pee Dee Regional
i ranspor uau xon au unorxcy
(PDRTA)

SC n n n n

Southeast Tennessee Human
Resource Agency (Rural
Transportation Authority)

TN n n n n

Capital Area Rural
\

Transportation System (CARTS)
TX n n y n

Texoma Area Paratransit
System, Inc. (TAPS)

TX n n n n

JAUNT, Inc. VA n n n n

Potomac Valley Transit
Authority

WV y n y n
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ridership. All of the systems in Michigan reported significant ridership for the program, and they all

receive financial assistance specifically for the program. Table 3-4 displays the funding sources for each

of the respondents.

Rural Connection Program Characteristics

Prior to examining the results of the survey, a lack of effective maiiceting programs by the RCP

participants was thought to have been a significant factor in the generally low ridership. Table 3-5

compares the participants' RCP marketing efTorts with their RCP ridership. These responses seem to

indicate that lack of marketing effort is not necessarily the key factor in determining the success of a

particular program.

For the purposes of comparing marketing efforts with ridership, we divided the survey respondents

into three groups: those who have carried more than 150 passengers (high ridership); those who have

carried between 50-150 passengers (moderate ridership); and those who have carried less than 50

passengers (low ridership). There were five systems in the high ridership group, four systems in the

moderate ridership group, and 26 systems in the low ridership group.

As shown in Table 3-5 all of the systems in the high ridership group have programs to maiket the

RCP. Some examples of their maricetimg efforts include: flyers, bumper stickers, radio, TV, newspaper

ads, and placemats. All of the systems in the moderate ridership group also maricet the program. These

two findings suggest a correlation between marketing and ridership.

The relationship between mariceting and ridership that exists for the high and moderate ridership

groups fails to present itself for the low ridership group. Of the 26 systems reporting less than 50 riders

over the course of the RCP, 17 of them marketed the program. Five of the systems have done no

maiketing for the program, and four systems have used only the materials provided by Greyhoimd.

These results seem to suggest that for a program to attract riders, it must have a marketing

program; however, the existence of a mariceting program does not mean that a system will have high

ridership. Another related factor is the effectiveness of the marketing program. We have no way to

determine if the marketing programs of the high and moderate ridership groups are superior to those of

tte low ridership group, or if the high and moderate ridership systems are simply located in areas where

the demand for the Rural Connection Program is higher.

A specific example of this situation occurs at Pee Dee Regional Transportation Authority in

Florence, South Carolina. At the start of the RCP they put forth a tremendous marketing effort. They

placed ads in newspapers, made flyers, posters, and press releases. They have signs on the buses in

addition to advertising on radio and via billboards. After disappointing results they have slowed their
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Table 3-5

MARKETING EFFORTS AND RIDERSHIP

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE MARKETING EFFORTS RIDERSHIP

Coordinated Accessible Rural AL
Transportation System (CARTS)

H.E.L.P., Inc. AL

West Alabama Health Service AL

Region Six Planning Commission lA

East Central Iowa Transit lA

Homecare Services, Inc. lA

Warren County Community Action lA
Agency (CAA)

Greyhound provides flyers and
sign advertisements.

Ads have been run in newspaper
and radio.

Flyers have been passed out by
drivers and bumper stickers
have been placed on all
vehicles

.

Region Six has placed
materials at some senior
citizen centers, spoken to
senior groups. Logos placed on
vehicles

.

Very little.

Flyers, brochures- HIRTA and
our agency. Sample material
paid by Greyhound.

Press releases, brochures,
posters received through HIRTA
and distributed by our agency.

Rides Transportation Project IL News releases and flyers

Transportation for Rural Areas IN

of Madison County (TRAM)

Blue Grass Community Action KY
Agency (BUS)

Community Action KY
Transportation System
(C.A.T.S.

)

Fulton County Transit KY
Authority

Green River Intra-County KY
Transit System (G.R.I.T.S.)

Bay Area Transportation MI
Authority

Radio advertisements in August
and late November— posters
distributed to town halls and
nursing homes.

Joint effort newspaper in 3

areas- no visible response due
to lack of money for effective
campaign

.

Newspaper, radio, ads.
Greyhound sticker on vans,
word of mouth.

Our F.C.T.A. transit has
advertised by radio, mail
inserts, posters on vans.

None

Flyers, direct mail,
brochures, radio and print
advertising, visits to housing
units, schools, etc.

24

0

200

2

0

11

16

23

6

92

City of Jackson Transportation MI
Authority

Advertising in radio,
television, newspaper, and
placemats. Distribution of
fliers and Rural Connection
cards.

957
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Table 3-5 Continued

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE MARKETING EFFORTS RIDERSHIP

Isabella County Transportation MI
Commission

Muskegon Area Transit System MI
(MATS)

Twin Cities Area MI
Transportation Authority

Southeast Missouri MO
Transportation Service, Inc.

York County Transportation- NE
Handibus/Busy Wheels

Blue Rivers Area Agency on NE
Aging

Eastern Nebraska Office on NE
Aging

Saline County Area Transit NE

Saunders County Handi Van NE

Hall County Handibus NE

SENLOW Transportation System NE

DART Transportation NM

Chautauqua Area Rural Transit NY
(CARTS)

Clinton Area Rural Transit NY
(CART)

Gadabout Transportation NY
Services, Inc

Pee Dee Regional SO
Transportation Authority
(PORTA)

Southeast Tennessee Human TN
Resource Agency

Capital Area Rural TX
Transportation System (CARTS)

Radio spots and print media
ads developed from provided
information by ICTC staff.

Newspaper advertising, handout
pamphlets, news releases,
billboards
done by MATS

Newspaper ads, radio and word
of mouth by local transit
properties

.

Southeast Missouri
Transportation, Inc, has
distributed flyers, advertised
in newsletters and promoted
service among riders.

News release in paper by
Greyhound

.

Press releases, local
newspapers and radio

Flyers, handouts

Hung posters, ad in newspapers

Newspaper and radio release

Greyhound Corporation Rural
Connection Program

We are solely funding
marketing through radio,
print, and TV.

Press releases from our
office

.

Self (CART)- pamphlets,
posters, newspaper ads, radio

Newspapers ads, flyers,
posters, on-vehicle signs,
radio, press releases,
billboards, marketing dept. of
PDRTA.

Very little.

CARTS produced and ran 30 sec.
spot on local TV, ran display
ads in newspapers, produced flyers
GH & KV assisted on initial
marketing program with cash
contribution

,

580

32

303

0

22

0

47

0

11

3

78

0

19

0

0

163
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Table 3-5 Continued

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE MARKETING EFFORTS RIDERSHIP

Texoma Area Paratransit
System, Inc. (TAPS)

JAUNT, Inc.

Potomac Valley Transit
Authority

TX Newspapers, posters, flyers,
combined effort.

VA We gave kickoff event, did
numerous newspaper articles.

WV PVTA has placed radio ads on 2

stations, placed newspaper
ads, and made a news release
which was written by Greyhound
announcing a special fare
promotion

.

65

68

5

Total
2744
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marketing efforts for the Rural Connection Program, but still continue to do some marketing for it. To

date they have made one connection via the RCP for a revenue of $5.90.

Otis Livingston, the Executive Director of the Pee Dee Regional Transportation Authority, has

been nationally recognized by the Community Transportation Association of America (CJTAA) for his

abilities in the area of marketing. Because he is knowledgable in the area of marketing, has marketed the

program, yet has had very little ridership, he has concluded that there is no consumer need for the Rural

Connection Program in his area.

If lack of demand for the service, and not lack of mariceting is the main reason for low ridership,

then it would not be cost effective to spend more money on marketing for all participants in the RCP.

Fifteen of the respondents indicated that they would like Greyhound to provide financial assistance to help

their marketing efforts. The survey results seem to indicate that major marketing efforts would only be

cost effective for those systems where there is a proven demand for the service.

Service Hours

The discussion of marketing and demand leads to the issue of service hours. It may be that the

Connector systems are marketing the service, there is a demand for the service, but the systems do not

have service hours on weekends and evenings, during the peak ridership hours for the intercity carriers.

Table 3-6 compares hours of service and ridership for the RCP. Of the 36 respondents, only five of them

provided service on both Saturdays and Sundays, and another five operated on Saturdays but not on

Sundays. Only six of the respondents operated after 6:00 p.m.

These responses directly relate service hours with RCP ridership. All five of the systems in the

high ridership group have hours that extend beyond just weekday service. Of these five high ridership

systems, two of them have both weekend and evening service, two have weekend service but not evening

service, and one has evening service but not weekend service. For the moderate ridership group, two have

extended hours and two do not Within the low ridership group, 22 of the systems have no regular

weekend or evening service, two of the systems have weekend service as needed, one has regular weekend

hours, and one has weekend hours only on Saturdays. None of the systems in the low ridership group

have evening hours.

After visiting one of the highest ridership RCP systems, the City of Jackson Transportation

Authority (JTA), in Jackson, Michigan, it was found that there are not many riders using the service

during the extended hours. The operator in Jackson, Gordon Szlachetka, theorized that the correlation

between extended hours and ridership exists not because people necessarily want to travel during evening

and weekend hours, but because they want the peace of mind of knowing that should a problem occur
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Table 3-6

SERVICE HOURS AND RIDERSHIP

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE HOURS OF SERVICE RIDERSHIP

Coordinated Accessible Rural AL
Transit System (CARTS)

H.E.L.P., Inc. AL

West Alabama Health Service AL

Region Six Planning Commission lA

East Central Iowa Transit lA

Homecare Services, Inc, lA

Warren County Community Action lA
Agency (CAA)

Rides Transportation Project IL

Transportation for Rural Areas IN

of Madison County (TRAM)

Blue Grass Community Action KY
Agency (BUS)

Community Action KY
Transportation System
(C.A.T.S.

)

Fulton County Transit KY
Authority

Green River Intra-County KY
Transit System (G.R.I.T.S.)

Bay Area Transportation MI
Authority

City of Jacltson Transportation MI
Authority

Isabella County Transportation MI
Commission

Muskegon Area Transit System MI
(MATS)

Twin Cities Area MI
Transportation Authority

Southeast Missouri MO
Transportation Service, Inc.

York County Transportation- NE
Handibus/Busy Wheels

Monday-Friday 0800-1700

MWF, 0500-1700, TuTh,
0600-1600

Monday-Friday, 0700-1700
Saturday & Sunday, on-call

Monday-Friday, 0630-1630

Sun., 0800-1400, M-F,
0600-1730, Sat., 0600-1900

Monday-Friday, 0615-1830
Sat. -Sun, Special assignment
only

Monday-Friday 0830-1630

Monday-Friday, 0600-1800
Some evening and weekend
service upon request.

Monday-Friday, 0600-1700

Monday-Friday, 0700-1700

M., F. 0600-2000
Tu. 0600-1800,
W. 0530-2000
Th. 0630-1800

Monday-Friday, 0645-1700
Saturday 0800-1300

Monday-Friday, 0800-1630

Monday-Friday, 0600-1800
Saturday, 0900-1800

Mon-Thur, 0600-1815
Sun, 0700-1500, F, 0600-2200,
Sat 10-10

M-F 600-1900, Su 8-5, Sa
630-7. Contract for aft. hrs
serv. -until 10pm-2am

Monday-Friday, 0700-1800
Saturday, 1000-1800

Monday-Friday 0600-1900
Saturday 0800-1630

as needed

Monday-Friday, 0800-1700

24

0

200

0

5

11

16

23

6

92

957

580

32

303

5

0
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Table 3-6 Continued

NAME OF SYSTEM STATE HOURS OF SERVICE RIDERSHIP

Blue Rivers Area Agency on
Aging

NE Monday-Friday, 0815-1615 22

Eastern Nebraska Office on
Aging

NE Monday-Friday, 0645-1600 0

Saline County Area Transit NE Monday-Friday 0800-1800 47

Saunders County Handi Van NE Monday-Friday, 0800-1700 0

Hall County Handibus NE Monday-Friday, 0800-1700 11

SENLOW Transportation System NE Monday-Friday, 0800-1700 3

DART Transportation NM 24 hours per day, 7 days
week

per 78

Chautauqua Area Rural Transit
(CARTS)

NY Monday-Friday, 0800-1800 0

Clinton Area Rural Transit
(CART)

NY Monday-Friday, 0700-1900 19

Gadabout Transportation
Services, Inc

NY Monday-Friday, 0730-1800 0

Pee Dee Regional
Transportation Authority
(PDRTA)

SC Monday-Friday, 0700-1800 1

Southeast Tennessee Human
Resource Agency (Rural
Transportation Authority)

TN Monday-Friday, 0800-1630 0

Capital Area Rural
Transportation System (CARTS)

TX M-F, 0800-1700
Contract Serv.

. Suburban,
, M-F, 0600

MTA
-2130

163

Texoma Area Paratransit
System, Inc. (TAPS)

TX Monday-Friday, 0800-1700 65

JAUNT, Inc, VA Monday-Friday, 0630-1830 68

Potomac Valley Transit
Authority

WV Monday-Friday, 0445-1740 5

*** Total ***

2744
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with their travel plans they will not be stuck at the Greyhound Terminal after hours with no way home

if they choose to use the RCP.

Another interesting ridership factor became apparent after visiting the State of Michigan and two

of its Rural Connection systems. From visiting these systems it appears that for a system to have a high

level of ridership there needs to be some kind of intercity bus ridership generator within the community.

An example of this exists for the Gty of Jackson Transportation Authority. There is a prison located

within the service area, and the bulk of the riders using the RCP are people who have come in on the

Greyhoimd bus from Detroit about 90 miles away to visit friends or relatives at the prison. An intercity

bus ridership generator also exists for the second most succesful RCP, Isabella County Transportation

Commission (ICTC), in ML Pleasant, Michigan. The bulk of their RCP riders travel to and from Central

Michigan University which is located within their service area.

The next factor we examined from the survey was the relationship between the RCP operators and

the Greyhound ticket agents. The survey asked the participants if they were satisfied with the Greyhound

ticket agents in their communities and what comments they had concerning these agents. Forty-four

percent of the respondents were not satisfied with their Greyhound agents, 36 percent were satisfied with

their agents, and 19 percent did not answer the question.

A common complaint among the respondents was the lack of knowledge about the RCP found

among the Greyhound agents. Some other related complaints include the agents refusing to honor the

coupons and the agents giving out wrong information to passengers about the program. On a more

optimistic rwte, three of the Greyhound agents received very positive comments concerning their handling

of the RCP.

The most successful Rural Connector, the Gty of Jackson Transportation Authority, has a great

relationship with its Greyhound ticket agent With each ticket the agent sells, he includes a card with

information about the connection service. There is also a great deal of communication between the

manager of the transportation authority and the Greyhound ticket agent.

From the experience in Jackson, Michigan, it would seem that a positive working relationship

between the transit operator and the Greyhound agent is a key element in the overall success of a feeder

service. This is not the case, however, for the other high-ridership Rural Connection participant, the

ICrC. Although the manager of ICTC did not provide any comments on the survey concerning the

Greyhound ticket agent in his community, he did indicate that he was not satisfied with the agent

Although the overall survey results did not seem to support a direct relationship between ridership

and satisfaction with the Greyhound ticket agents, the experience of a few operators suggests that good

communication between the program participants and the agents is an important factor in the participants'

satisfaction with the Greyhound. If the connecting transit operator and Greyhound ticket agent have a
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gcxxl woridng relationship, they can examine together the whole connection process and see where the

problems are and pertiaps why the people are or are not using the service. The transit operator will

probably not be as quick to blame the agent for problems with the program if they are woridng together

to achieve good connecting service for the passengers.

A majority (64%) of the ROP survey respondents were not satisfied with the program. Thirty-one

percent of the respondents were satisfied with the program and the remaining five percent did not respond

to the question. Most of the reasons cited for lack of satisfaction were related to the lack of ridership.

Other issues that troubled the respondents included the abundance of paperwork for too littie revenue and

a lack of funds for maiiceting the program.

There were not as many positive comments about the program, as the participants who said they

were satisfied tended not to write down any comments. One operator indicated that the program has

accomplished all of the goals expected of it and was looking forward to future endeavors with tiie intercity

carriers.

One positive result of participating in Uie RCP that was difficult to measure was the added prestige

in the community for the rural operators that came along with being associated with Greyhound. A couple

of systems mentioned this when listing their goals for the program, and anotiier system mentioned this in

a phone conversation. One operator felt that althou^ the RCP has not been a success in his service area,

the association wiUi Greyhound has benefited his system as a whole.

The survey respondents offered many suggestions for improving the program. The topic of

marketing generated the most suggestions. One common suggestion was for Greyhound to provide funds

to help the rural operators market the program. Most of the program participants do not have the financial

or manpower resources to create high quality marketing promotions, especially for such a small maricet

of riders. A related suggestion was for Greyhound to produce some generic radio and television ads that

the rural systems could use. Some operators also had concerns about the quality of the marketing

materials currently being provided by Greyhound.

In addition to marketing, there were a few other commonly mentioned areas where the operators

had suggestions for the program. Increasing awareness of the program Uiroughout die Greyhound

organization, providing reimbursement for inbound riders, and increasing the reimbursement rate were

some of these suggestions. Table 3-7 displays the respondents comments concerning their satisfaction with

the program as well as their suggestions for the program.
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CASE STUDIES: CARTS AND JAUNT

Four case study site visits were conducted as part of this analysis to provide more insight into the

Rural Connection program and the role of the participating rural operators. The case studies include:

Capital Area Rural Transportation System (CARTS) in central Texas; JAUNT in Charlottesville, Virginia;

JacksOTi Transit Authority in Jackson, Michigan; and Berrien Bus in Benton Harbor, Michigan. A

summary of each of these case studies is included in this chapter, while the full case studies are included

in Appendix C.

Capital Area Rural Transportation System (CARTS)

CARTS is a Section 18 Rural Transit operator in nine counties of Central Texas. CARTS

functions both as a broker of services and as a direa operator of services. CARTS contracts with seven

agencies to provide service in the nine counties. CARTS provides contracted service to a number of

human service programs including Title in of the Older Americans Act and Title XIX of the Social

Security Act. Thirty-four percent of its service is directed to the general public in the fonn of commuter

service, suburban and rural fixed route. Demand-responsive service is also available to the general public

according to a schedule that is pubUshed in each county. Greyhoimd and the Kerrville Bus Company run

a number of schedules through the CARTS Service Area (Figure 3-1). All routes except two go through

Austin which is in the center of the CARTS service area.

Goals of the Program

While there were no formal goals and objectives, all of the key participants articulated the same

theme throughout the discussion. All participants agreed that the following are goals of the RCP:

• Increase Ridership . There is no question that each participant felt that an increase in intercity

and rural transit usage is the number one goal of the program.

• Cooperation with Intercity Operators . All participants recognize the need to work together in

rural areas where intercity ridership and service is diminishing.

In addition, CARTS has two additional goals for the program, they are:

• Building CARTS image as a public transit operator. CARTS like many other Section 18

operators in Texas evolved from social service agencies. Over the years, these Section 18

public operators have at times been unable to shed the image of a social service agency.

Being affiliated with intercity bus operators has assisted these systems in shedding this image.
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e Availability of Additional Service . CARTS is a service organization. Mr. Marsh sees the

RQ* as an additional service offered to his customers. His goal is to expand CART's role in

public transportation. The RCP is one way to expand services.

Key Findings

CARTS' goals for the program are for the most part being met by its participation in the program.

The major goal that has not been reached (nor ever clearly defined), has been the goal of increasing

ridership. Over the past 20 months, ridership (inbound and outbound) has averaged 7.5 passengers per

month. For these reasons, most of the barriers to success revolve around the ridership goal. This section

will review the key findings by functional area.

Operations: Possibly the greatest barrier to success is the fact that CARTS does not operate

during the peak hours for intercity travel (Friday evening and Sunday afternoon and evening). This is a

serious barrier that deprives the program of a significant portion of the potential ridership. CARTS

operates 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday thru Friday. According to Mr. Marsh, additional funds would

be required to extend service to evening and weekends.

Another barrier cited is the difficulty encountered by a passenger wanting a rural connection from

the tenninal to a rural area. The burden is on the passenger to set up both legs of the return trip

separately, as well as probably having to make a long distance call. In addition, the ticket agent must

inform the passenger that a connection exists (since there is no national marketing of this

program). CARTS feels that the tenninal agents are the weakest link in that they typically do not care

about the program and do not want to do the p^rworic.

Administration/Linkages: The most significant problem in this area is the lack of communication

at the local level, between the subcontractors and the terminal agents. This could be because neither entity

can afford to spend time in this effort Mr. Marsh suggested that on a quarteriy basis, the local CARTS

manager meet with the terminal agent and the Greyhound sales representative to ensure good

communication and cooperatioa

Marketing: Mariceting was one of the major concerns expressed by CARTS and its

subcontractors. This feeling was that the Greyhound marketing effort:

• require to much time and effort on the part of the rural operator. Therefore the mariceting is

not performed adequately,
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• has poor quality marketing materials,

• has no national RCP marketing effort in conjunction with Greyhound's national marketing, and

• places all of the mariceting burden (time, effort, and funding) on the rural operator.

Financial: There are no significant financial burdens placed on CARTS. However, in order for

the service to generate more riders, it would need additional funding to operate Friday evening and

Sunday.

Regulatory: Currently the regulatory issues are under negotiation. However, this has not impacted

on CARTS at this time. If the negotiations are unsuccessful, regulatory requirements could become a

significant barrier.

JAUNT

JAUNT is a Section 18 rural transit operator in Albermerle, Fluvanna, Louisa, and Nelson

Counties of Virginia as well as operating a demand-responsive service in the City of Charlottesville.

JAUNT operates a variety of transportation services for human service agencies and the general public.

AK)roximately 46 percent of JAUNT's riders are general public. According to the Greyhound Terminal

Agent, there are approximately 17 peak schedules over three routes (Figure 3-2) through Charlottesville

and average daily boardings range from 30-40 day in the winter when the University is out of session to

140 per day in the peak season.

Goals of the Program

There were no formal goals set up for the program, however, the goals outlined by Ms. Wilson

are, in fact, recognized by staff as the program goals.

• Increase in Ridership . There was an expectation that ridership would increase in the RCP.

However, the level of increase was never articulated.

• Coot)eration and Working Relationship with Intercity Carrier. All participants recognize the

need to woric together in order to maintain a rural public transportation network through the

coordinated efforts of Greyhound and JAUNT.

• Improving Mobility for Transit Dependent Ms. Wilson feels that this service has the potential

to increase options for travel in the JAUNT service area.
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Key Findin£S

JAUNT'S goal of better relationships with the intercity carriers appears to have been met. The

major goals of increasing ridership and mobility, however, have ai^^arently not been met (although no

specific performance standards were identified). Ridership is currently at approximately three one-way

trips per month. This section will review the barriers to meeting the goals of the program.

Operations: The greatest operational barrier to the program is the incompatibility of the two

system service hours. JAUNT does not operate during Greyhounds peak hours, depriving itself of a

significant portion of the potential RCP ridership. According to Ms. Wilson, additional funds would be

required to extend service hours.

The other major barrier is the difficulty encountered by potential passengers in scheduling a rural

trip outbound from the terminal It is possible that, because there is no national marketing effort, many

passengers desiring to come into JAUNT 's service area may not be aware of the RCP.

Adiiiiiilstration/Linka£es: The most significant problem in this area, according to Ms. Wilson,

is the lack of good cooperation and communication at the Greyhound regional and corporate level. There

has been little assistance of any sort ^m Greyhound, in regard to this program. As a result of this,

JAUNT and the local terminal agents are reluctant to commit resources to the program.

Marketin£; In January mariceting was nonexistent JAUNT, as of January 18, 1990, had not

implemented any marketing for the fare promotion initiated January 8, 1990. JAUNT feels that the quality

of the Greyhound maiketing materials are poor, and takes too much time and money to put together and

distribute. Greyhound has not implemented an effective mariceting campaign. This ineffective marketing

effoit is one of tte primary reasons the program has failed to generate ridership according to Ms. Wilson.

Flnandal; There are no significant financial burdens placed on JAUNT. However, in order for

the service to generate more riders it would need funding for mariceting and the expansion of service

hours.

Regulatory: There are no significant barriers in this area.
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OVERVIEW OF THE MICHIGAN DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

While the purpose of this study is not an evaluation of the Michigan demonstration program, it

must address the issues that are being tested by that program. The Michigan program is a two-year

project, administered by the Intercity Division of the Bureau of Urban and Public Transportation

(UFTRAN), utilizing state and UMTA funding. It was designed to test the idea that linking rural or

county-wide transit systems to the remaining intercity bus routes could provide mobility for intercity trips

without subsidizing replacement intercity service. The program includes $700,020 for operating assistance

and mariceting. The operating assistance is for the rural operators to allow them to provide service during

weekday evenings, on Saturdays and Sundays. The rationale is that the weekly peak ridership periods for

intercity buses occur on Friday afternoons and evenings, and on Sundays, as people make weekend trips.

In some cases communications systems were also enhanced, staff hours increased, and vehicles added to

aUow the additional service. Each system receives $1,000 per month for marketing to allow them to

develop and distritHJte marketing to inform and attract the public to the Rural Connection. Marketing can

include radio and cable television spots, print ads in newspapers and shoppers guides, brochures, posters,

business cards, and billboards. Michigan chose seven systems for the demonstration based on various

assessments of the type of maricet represented, the size of the system, the structure of the transit services

in the area, etc. Systems in five counties have begun participating in the demonstration already, and an

additional two systems (in Ionia and Marquette) are due to start in the spring of 1990. The long terra

goals of the program include the development of a statewide toll-free telephone information number to

provide users with information on the intercity and local systems and intercity services. After the

demonstration it is estimated that seven new counties would be added each year until the intercity bus

network in the state is fully coordinated with local providers. After the demonstration, the state funding

would be provided for marketing only, and only if the local system maintained the expanded service hours.

The Michigan demonstration is continuing, and a complete evaluation must await the end of the

two-year period. However, the Intercity Division did provide data on ridership and grant status through

March 1, 1990, for the five counties (six systems) already operating. Table 3-8 presents ridership by

system by month for calendar 1989. A lack of entries indicates that the system had not yet started

operations. Table 3-9 presents ridership by time and day of service as a means of determining the impact

of e)q)anded service hours and days. For those systems supplying data by time of day, it appears that

approximately two-thirds of the ridership takes place during normal weekday service hours, with an

additional 14.3 percent after hours on weekdays, ten percent on Saturdays, and seven percent on Sundays.

A majority of the trips are outboimd, with 59 percent originating on the Rural Connectors, and 41 percent

having the Rural Connection as the means to their destination. Finally, Table 3-10 presents the grant
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status for the six systems as of March 1, 1990. Of particular concern at this time is the high cost per

passenger, if the marketing and operating costs are divided evenly over the number of passengers carried

on each system. For the two most heavily used systems, JTA and ICTC, the cost per Rural Connection

passenger is almost the same at $48 and $49, respectively. It should be noted that ridership is still

developing, and that public awareness of the option is still building. Over time, with more riders and

lower marketing costs, these figures should improve.

The Michigan DOT has done a preliminary user survey' of riders at JTA and ICTC, and the

results of that survey indicate:

• Over half the riders surveyed were using the Rural Connection to reach intercity buses for the

first time. Twenty-six percent were riding the system for the first time for any reason.

• Previous intercity bus riders are using the Rural Connection to reach bus services. Eighty-one

percent of those surveyed had used an intercity bus to make at least one trip in the past year.

• Previous Rural Connection riders had, on average, made two more intercity trips than all

riders.

• The largest percentage of riders learned of the Rural Connection by word of mouth fiom

friends or relatives, followed by information from the agent.

• Fifteen percent of the riders would not have made the intercity trips if not for the availability

of the rural connection service.

• Twenty-seven percent of the first time riders had not used it before because they were not

aware it was available.

• Transportation provided by ftiends and relatives was the largest reason given for not using the

Rural Connection, at 53 percent.

In order to learn more about the results of this demonstration, two site visits were made in

Michigan. One was with JTA, the connector with the highest cumulative ridership in the country, and the

other with Berrien Bus, to see a rural operator with low ridership despite the assistance provided by

MDOT. Case studies on these two systems follow in the next two sections.

'Michigan Department of Transportation, Bureau of Urban and Public Transportation, Michigan's

Rural Connector Program , presentation to tiie Committee on Intercity Bus Transportation of the

Transportation Research Board, January 9, 1990.
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Jackson Transit Authority (JTA)

JTA is a transportation authority organized under Michigan Public Aa 196, which allows for

flexibility in funding transportation through contractual and other financial arrangements. It is both a

Section 9 and 18 recipient, which is combined with aid from the state, and support from a local millage

to operate the system. In addition, it has used its contracting flexibility to provide fixed route service to

two surrounding townships under a purchase of service contraa, and has generated several contracts with

state and human service agencies to provide client transportation. Contract service revenue now exceeds

$500,000 per year. The system operates eight fixed routes on half hour headways to connect trip

generators in the urbanized area. In addition, five demand-responsive vehicles provide such service both

inside die urbanized area, and in the County outside the urban area. Another van is provided for out-of-

county medical service. Contracted human service transportation utilizes an additional 14 vehicles. The

system operates local charters under an UMTA-approved agreement with the local private charter bus

operator, and it operates a major transit center in downtown Jackson. The total peak vehicle requirement

is 30 vehicles, with five spares. The system operates 19 GMC RTS coaches, and 16 small bus vehicles,

along with a number of auxiliary, staff, and service vehicles.

Jackson is served by Greyhound routes traveling both east-west and north as can be seen in Figure

3-3. The combination of these two routings results in eight daily schedules inbound from Detroit, along

with eight outbound to Detroit JTA is a participant in the Michigan Rural Connector demonstration

program, and so has extended operating hours to serve persons departing or arriving on intercity buses

after normal service hours.

System Goals

The system goal for the Rural Connector is simply to enhance mobility of people in the

community served by the system. No quantitative goals for ridership or revenues were set at the inception

of the program, though management states that they expected it to do better than it has (even though this

is ttic highest ridership system in the country). This goal fits with the system goal of providing a total

tran^itation system for the residents of Jackscm County.

Identification of Attributes Leading to Success or Failure

Marketing: One of die most noticeable aspects of the JTA implementation of the Rural

Connector is the fact that it is marketed. JTA recognized that success or failure of the concept hinged on
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local efforts to market the connection, and it took full responsibility for maiketing the service (although

they have used some Greyhound materials). The system, unlike most rural systems, was already large

enough that a staff position for marketing was already in place. Maiketing the Rural Connector became

another part of that activity, and indeed the Rural Connection has been included in all the system

marketing elements.

Qeariy the availability of Michigan DOT funds for marketing is an advantage, but it should be

noted thai as of March 1, 1990, the system had used only $14,565 of the $24,(XX) authorized. However,

with 858 persons carried as of that date, this represents a marketing expenditure of almost $17.00 per trip.

Given ttie low revenue from these trips, this may indicate that the marketing necessary to reach riders with

this new concept is too great for the numt. of people likely to use the service.

Relationship with Greyhound and the Local Agent: Another significant factor is the

relationship between JTA and the local agent The system and the agent have contact by phone or in

person at least once a week, often two or more times. The agent has been quite supportive of the Rural

Connector, placing advertising cards in every ticket envelope, distributing posters, etc.

Greyhound relations have also been excellent. The system has used a number of the Greyhound

marketing materials adding their own logo, and has had contact with Greyhoimd Lines pertiaps once a

week on average. The fact that JTA recognizes that it is responsible for promoting the service, placing

the ads, etc. has probably helped in this regard, as they are not calling on Greyhound to ask for marketing

money or for someone to come and print the posters and put them up. The availability of state funding

for mariceting is also a significant benefit in this regard. Overall, JTA feels that Greyhound's training,

reporting, and support has been excellent.

Expanded Service Hours: Based on the survey results from all the rural connectors, one would

think tfiat expanded service hours are required to achieve any significant ridership. However, the

Michigan demonstration allows a test of that hypothesis because data has been collected on ridership by

time period. For JTA, 37.7 percent of the total cumulative ridership was carried on evenings or weekends:

15.9 percent after hours Monday through Friday, 12.7 percent on Saturdays, and 9.2 percent on Sundays.

Applying the expenditure on expanded service hours to ridership during this period, $78.85 per passenger

was spent to collea the additional passengers who rode in this period. Given the high percentage of

intercity passenger boardings during these periods it is surprising that only 37.7 percent of Rural

Connector ridership occurred at these times.
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Special Market Attributes: Another significant factor present in Jackson is that compared to

many rural systems, JTA is basically an urban transit system in small to medium-sized city. JTA differs

significantly in scale from the typical Rural Connector in virtually every measure, from the number of

vehicles to the budget, to the population and density of the service area. In a very simple sense, the Rural

Connector ridership in Jackson may be high because it is basically an urban area, with urban densities in

the central city.

In addition, the presence of the state prison creates a natural market for transporting people from

the intercity bus station to the prison and back. This allows trips to carry more than one person at a time,

and creates the opportunity for making the connector service more feasible. Repeat business also occurs,

as the visits are more frequent than typical intercity trips. JTA's estimate is that half their Rural

Connector riderehip is related to the prison.

Issues and Concerns

The major concerns for the program result from the low ridership, which makes the Rural

Connection a low priority overall, and one that is likely to suffer if Federal, state, or local funding is cut.

It is likely that JTA would continue the service after the state demonstration program ends, but it will not

operate the extended service hours or be able to do as much mariceting. It may even ask Greyhound to

help fund some direct advertising expenses.

JTA's view of the program as a whole is that the onus of its success or failure is on the local

operator. Greyhound or the state cannot push local operators to do things they are unwilling or unable

to do " sometimes even if funding is provided.

Finally, JTA is concerned that Greyhound may not be recognizing the contribution that its agents

can make to this program - JTA initiated action to have Greyhound recognize the local agent for his

woric and it is likely that some form of recognition could be used to motivate agent participation

elsewhere.

As for the future directions of the program locally, JTA would like to have the Greyhound agency

located in their downtown transfer facility, and is interested in pickup and dropoff of bus package express.

These changes would definitely add to JTA's role as the transportation resource in the Jackson County

community.

-80-



Berrien Bus Rural Connector (BBRC)

Berrien Bus represents a contrast with JTA in a number of ways, and the differences also shed

some light on the RCP. Berrien Bus is also involved in the Michigan Rural Connector Demonstration

Project, and has access to the funding for maiiceting and expanded service hours. Berrien Bus serves the

County areas outside Benton Hartx)r and St. Jose{^, which is served by Twin Cities Area Transportation

Authority (TCATA). TCATA is also a participant in the RCP, though Berrien Bus performs the mariceting

for both systems.

Berrien Bus is truly a rural system, as it is restricted on pickups in Benton Hartx)r and St. Joseph

(though it can drop-off in those areas). It operates nine vehicles, plus a dial-a-ride service in Berrien

Springs is also operated by the same firm. The system is managed and operated by a private for-profit

firm, TMI, under contraa to the County, which receives state and Federal funding to subsidize operations.

Ai^roximately IS percent of the ridership is general public, with the bulk of the remainder carried under

a contract to provide transportation to seniors. General public fare is $1.00. The general service pattern

is demand-responsive.

Berrien Bus and TCATA are fortunate in that Benton Harbor receives a lot of intercity bus service.

Figure 3-4 presents the intercity routes in Berrien County. Benton Harbor is a junction point for

Greyhound services from Grand Rapids to Chicago, Indian Trails services from Bay City and Flint to

Chicago, and the Greyhound Detroit-Chicago services. Indiana Highways also provides service to South

Bend. A total of ten schedules a day arrive in Benton Harbor from Chicago, with eight outbound to

Chicago. Like other rural cormectors in the Michigan demonstration, Berrien Bus offers extended service

hours in order to connect with evening and weekend intercity schedules.

System Goals

Berrien Bus did not have a specific goal for their participation in the Rural Connection, though

they were interested in additional ridership and revenue. They are also interested in carrying bus package

ex[x^, and have asked Greyhound for a copy of the contract to see if they can meet the insurance

requirements.

Identification of Attributes Leading to Success or Failure

Marketing: As of March 1, Berrien Bus had spent $6,200 out of the $24,000 authorized by

MDOT for mariceting both its system and TCATA. Mariceting efforts have included newspaper ads, flyers.
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Figure 3^: INTERCITY BUS ROUTES THROUGH BERRIEN COUNTY
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and some radio/TV. Despite the dis^jpoimment in low ridership, to some extent it appears that the

marketing efforts are restrained by limited ci^acity, most of which is obligated under contract to carry

senior citizens for the County. It is not clear what impact marketing does or does not have on Rural

Connector ridership in this case -- the available funding from MDOT was seen to be too little (especially

as it must be shared with TCATA) given high costs for large newspaper ads. Also, more marketing

assistance from Greyhound and MDOT was desired by Berrien Bus.

Expanded Service Hours; Berrien Bus did not see the expanded service hours funded by MDOT

as playing a critical role in ridership, as indicated above about a third of ridership occurred during these

hours. Perhaps more relevant than the numbers are the impacts on revenue of the MDOT funds for

standby and afterhours transportatiorL With the MDOT funds, an afterhours trip is basically a breakeven

operatiMi if the $21.00 per hour average operating cost of Berrien Bus is applied.

Relationship with Greyhound; According to Berrien Bus, the relationship with the local

Greyhound agent in Benton Harbor is good. Contact is made once or twice per week, mostly to note

schedule changes or make arrangements for a pickup. However, the agency displays no posters or signs

concerning either Berrien Bus or TCATA, and the agent feels the operators are doing little to market the

connection. Greyhound corporate visibility and response is much less than Berrien Bus would like to see.

Impact of Market Attributes; In this case the markets differ considerably from the Jackson

model. There are no institutions that generate a lot of intercity bus ridership needing a local connection -

- Andrew College is small, and generates only holiday traffic, while the military recruiter has moved.

TCATA, with its larger ridership, reflects once again (as was the case in Jackson) that "Rural" Connectors

with an urban service area will carry more riders. In the rural environment Berrien Bus serves, its

ridership levels may be relatively good.

Issues and Concerns; There are two key themes that come from the site visit to Berrien Bus.

One, that probably is critical to the overall assessment of the Rural Cormection, is their assessment that

the program simply does not pay. The level of demand in a rural area is low enough that virtually all

rural connection trips must be operated on a demand-responsive basis. This fact combines with the

relatively long trip distances to create rural connection trips that can take an hour or two to operate, with

only one passenger on board. As the state does not provide the extra funding for trips handled during

normal service hours, this means that the only revenue is the local fare and the Greyhound payment (if

the trip is originating in the county). Such a trip could easily involve an hour of operation at $21.00, with
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fare revenue of $1.00, and perhaps a dollar or two from Greyhound. In an environment where general

public subsidies are scarce, and trip priorities go to seniors under a coniraa agreement, the incentives do

not exist to go looking for more such riders.

The second theme also concerns the role of the local operator. Like some others in the program,

expectations regarding Greyhound's participation are unfulfilled. Despite the fact that Berrien Bus

management was sent the same communications as JTA regarding the program, a completely different

understanding of the local role resulted. Unlike JTA (and like most small rural operations), there is no

mariceting person on the staff to actually do the work of getting cards and posters printed, placing ads,

monitoring results, etc. These activities fall behind the urgency of getting the service on the street and

meeting other priorities for funding.

ATTRIBUTES LEADING TO SUCCESS

Based on the survey results and the case studies, a number of factors contribute to the most

successful of the rural connectors. Figure 3-5 presents an assessment of the degree to which several

factors contribute to achievement of the various goals held by the agency operators.

In a ridership sense, the systems involved in the Michigan demonstration project are generally

the most successful because they have had funding available for expanded service hours and marketing,

along with technical assistance from the state. The overall impact of this assistance should not be

underestimated, as the Michigan connectors have accounted for approximately 72 percent of the total

program ridership to date. However, funding alone does not produce ridership, as can be seen by the

range of results in Michigan. Similariy, operations in a number of other slates without such supplemental

funding are producing ridership, largely because of their commitment to meeting a broad range of

transportation needs in their community.

As for the other goals, such as enhancing the image of the operator, increasing cooperation with

intercity carriers, or providing more service to local residents, the impacts of various factors vary. Image

improvements are largely a function of marketing, which in turn may require state support and

carrier/agent cooperation. Cooperation with intercity carriers would be enhanced by higher levels of

ridership, although use of carrier marketing materials could also meet tiiis goal (even without ridership).

Based on the results of the survey of operators, and on the case studies, the following rural

connecticMi attributes are closely related to the success of the local programs:

-84-



LU CO

> <
CO <

LU

25
Cv
LU
Q.

O
o

UJ

<

1X1

O
Z
<X 0
<

LU ^

LU Q.
CO ^
iiL^ IM
O Q2 2

CO

> o
Z <

I

Q

CD b:^

<
z

O g
<
LU
Q_o<
U- ^
O LU

LU 2
Q. 4:"

CD

LU

o
>
UJ
CO

3X

I? ^X X

X X

0
2

<
>
LU
CO

X -«

X

X

o o -
CO

Z>

OX

<
z
LU

LU

1

2
o
<

O

X

5>

Z LU

O 0
5^ —

'

si
o ^

I

2

X

o
X:'

CO

LU
o

0 G
LU LU

UJ

CO

I

.5?X

X,

0z

Of
<

3
OX
>
LU

0

-85-



Goals : A successful implementation is likely to occur only in cases where the primary motive

of the local operator is providing mobility for the community. Revenues from the rural

connection will not pay the costs of providing the service, and systems joining merely to

improve their image are unlikely to generate any ridership.

General Public Service : Systems that are agency contractors or human service agencies with

no fuiKiing for general public transportation are not likely to be successful. In the absence of

funding to carry persons who are not agency clients, there will not be funding to cover the

costs of Rural Connection trips, as faresAicket revenues are not likely to produce erK)ugh

revenue to cover these costs.

Responsibility : Successful implementation is possible only in cases where the local operator

realizes that the program's success in their community is in their hands. Greyhound does not

have the staff to come and market the service, communicate with the local agent, and provide

ongoing "handholding". Neither does CTAA.

Marketing : Marketing is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for successful

implementation of a RCP. At a minimum, information about the Connection needs to be

provided as part of all the regular informatiional activities of the system. This could include

flyers, timetables, announcements, public service armouncements, handout cards, radio

announcements, etc. Systems that do not do any kind of maiiceting or public information

activity are likely to be unable to successfully implement a Rural Connection, as the effort to

market just the Rural Connection will be all out of proportion to the small incremental

ridership it will generate. From the intercity carrier end, infonnation about the available

connections must continue to be part of the basic public information sylems -- Russell's Guide ,

and the telephone information systems.

Sufficient Intercity Service : A rural connector will obviously benefit from large numbers of

intercity arrivals and departures, particularly if the majority of them are scheduled during

normal service hours.

Service Hours : All of the systems with higher levels of ridership have expanded service

hours, largely as a result of the Michigan demonstration program. Only about a third of their

ridership actually took place during evenings and weekends, but the availability of service

during these hours appears to have made the program more attractive even during normal

operator service hours. Michigan provided for expanded service hours in a low-cost manner,

paying to keep someone on call after hours and only paying for trips actually run, yet even

these costs are very high for the additional ridership that resulted. This suggests that provision

of this additional service just for the Rural Connection is not cost-effective, but that expanded

service hours for rural systems generally could have major impacts on Connection ridership.

Traffic Generators : Systems wiUi the largest ridership appear to be those with some

particular generator of intercity traffic that is within the rural operator's service area, but

remote from the intercity bus terminal. The traffic generator at Jackson is a good example,

as the prison there draws visitors who come on the intercity bus, but still need a way to get

from the Greyhound terminal to the prison and back again. Because of the concentration of

visitors at certain hours and days, and the numbers, JTA can sometimes carry more than one

person on each run, which makes the net cost per passenger much lower. JTA estimates that
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half their traffic is prison-related, tfiough it does not generate ^t much revenue because so

much of it is inbound and the passengers have already purchased return tickets. Other

examples of intercity traffic generators might include military bases, recruiting stations,

colleges and universities. Veteran's Administration Hospitals, State institutions, etc.

These factors are closely related to higher levels of ridership, however, success should be

measured not only in terms of total ridership, but whether or not the service was provided in a cost-

effective manner. As the case studies suggest, large amounts of funding for marketing or expanded service

hours to serve rural connections will result in higher ridership, box at a cost per passenger that is well

beyond the amounts of subsidies provided to passengers making local trips. The truly cost-effective rural

connector will be those that are able to consistently provide needed connections as part of their everyday

service pattern, without incurring high costs to capture these few incremental additional trips. This

probably means integrating information about the Rural Connection into all of the regular information

sources provided by the local system (additional costs are little or none), and into all the information

provided by the local agent or Greyhound's central information number (also with low incremental costs).

In terms of local operations, this would require that services be expanded (in terms of routes, hours, or

miles operated) only to the extent that multiple trips could be served on the additional services. The

successful system wUl be one that can accommodate the limited demand, expanding mobility for those

that need this linkage, without incurring disproportionate costs.

BARRIERS TO SUCCESSFUL BVIPLEMENTATION

The barriers to successful implementation of this program are to a large extent the opposite of

those attributes leading to success. They include:

• Inappropriate Goals . Systems that believe they wUl use the Rural Cormection to greatly

increase ridership, or obtain revenues with which to cross-subsidize other programs wiD clearly

be disappointed, and will do little to further the program once they realize that the level of

demand is low. Similariy, systems whose only goal is to utilize the Greyhound name to

improve their image will also do little to produce ridership.

• Limited General Public Services. Systems with little or no general public ridership will not

have a source of funding to subsidize Rural Connection riders, and may be restricted by

agency contracts that do not allow for ridesharing or timesharing of vehicles.

• Lack of Local Marketinfi Ability. Similarly, rural operators that do not currently market

their systems are unlikely to be able to successfully market the Rural Connection, even if

funding is provided for this purpose.
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• Restricted Service Hours . Most rural systems do not operate in the evenings and on
weelcends when much intercity bus ridership takes place. Although the Michigan

demonstration suggests that additional service hours at these times may increase Rural

Connection ridership by a third, it is unlikely that this would by itself justify the cost of the

increased service.

• Lack of Concentrated Demand . In many rural areas the level of ridership for intercity trips

is already quite low, and when that demand is diffused both temporally and spatially, the Rural

Connection trips must be provided by demand-responsive services which are the most

expensive to provide.

0 Lack of Funding . Related to most of the above, but warranting a separate mention, is the

lack of funding available for rural connection activities:

~ for marketing

- for service hours

" for general public service

- for external support

In Michigan, the state supplied funding for marketing and expanded service hours, and also

provided some of the technical assistance and external support needed to make the program

function (identification of operators, preparation of marketing materials, program descriptions,

etc.) Aside from that demonstration, future resources for these activities are limited to the on-

going programs for rural public transportation at the local, state, and Federal levels.

It is probably worth noting that regulatory barriers have not so far appeared to have affected the

Rural Connection. Such barriers were not mentioned by survey respondents as a problem, with the

possible exception of obtaining authority to carry bus package express (especially in Texas). In most

states, rural public or private non-profit operators are not regulated as for-hire or common carriers, or are

not regulated because of the small size of their vehicles. As a result. Rural Connection passenger ridership

has not been affected by regulatory problems to any great degree.

PROGRAM COSTS AND BENEnTS

Program benefits to date include both those that can be quantified and those that cannot.

Ridership and revenue can be identified, as can costs. However, benefits to Greyhound, CTAA, and the

rural operators from the positive public relations generated by the program cannot be quantified. Benefits

to riders not reflected by their fare revenues are also difficult to assess. Similarly, the benefits of the

improvements in essential mobility for rural areas are difficult to measure, because the availability of the

Rural Connection is an improvement for potential users, as well as those that have actually tried the

service.
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Benefits

• Ridcrship: Total ridership of surveyed operators as of 1 1/30/89 came to 2,744, and it has

basically leveled off (in part because the program is not currently expanding to mv/ operators.)

Average ridership per month per surveyed operator ranges from 0 to 64. These figures are

different from Greyhound data, which covers all reporting Rural Connectors, but includes only

originating passengers. According to Greyhound infomiation caleitdar 1989 ridership through

11/30/89 was 1,480 trips, with a carrier payment to the rural operators of $2,569.

• Revenue : Total estimated revenue paid to the surveyed Rural Cooneaors is estimated to be

$3,194. Estimated Greyhound revenue on trips originating or ending on one of the surveyed

Rural Connectors is projected to be $96,040, based on a $35 average price for an intercity

ticket Total Greyhound revenue on tickets sold to Rural Connection originating passengers

(during the period 1/1/89 - 1 1/30/89) was $48,688, or $32.89 per ticket It is not clear at this

time tK)w many of these passengers would have ridden Greyhound anyway ~ first results finom

Michigan suggest that perhaps 20 percent would not have made an intercity trip at all, if not

for the Rural Connection, and that half would have found another way to reach the intercity

bus service.

• Public Relations :

Greyhound: Although not an original goal of the project this benefit could be most

significant for Greyhound, as the Rural Connection provides for the first expansion of

intercity networic connections in niral areas. By combining the Rural Connection

initiative with a moratorium on service abandonments during the year following the

Trailways purchase. Greyhound has been able to put forth a positive program to

maintain rural mobility. This is a strong contrast to the negative publicity surrounding

service abandonments in 1983-84, when Greyhound filed for large numbers of

discontinuances, and in 1986-87, as Trailways sought statewide service reductions in

the midwest

Local Operators: Many of those surveyed felt that the positive image conferred on

their system was one of the major benefits of being a Rural Connector. It allows the

local system to define its role as that of a comprehensive transportation provider, the

single source for mobility.

CTAA: A benefit to CTAA was the ability to link private sector providers of intercity

services with die public and private non-profit rural transit operators represented by that

organization. As an advocate for rural transportation, the benefits of the expanded rural

mobility opportunities are a benefit as is the increased support of Greyhound for

expanded rural transit subsidy assistance and intermodal temainals.

-89-



• Mobility

Better information on existence of connections: From the user standpoint, a major

benefit is that mechanisms are now in place that make use of rural public transit to

access intercity bus services into an eligible trip, and that the information is in place

(for systems involved in the RC program) to allow a user to take advantage of this

opportunity. In the past, many systems would have droiped riders at the intercity bus

station, but the local system would not have promoted this fact, or made a commitment

to provide the service. In addition, the user had no way of getting information about

rural connections at the destination end.

Linkage of existing public transit: This program represents a very basic attempt to

provide more mobility for very limited resources by linking existing local and intercity

services.

Costs

• Greyhound costs to date are approximately $470,000, including staff, promotion, development

of mariceting materials, travel, etc.

• CTAA costs to the end of the demonstration project are approximately $200,000, including

staff time, development of marketing materials, promotion, travel, and evaluation. Funding

for this project was provided by UMTA,

• Michigan DOT costs to date are approximately $139,328 for mariceting and expanded service

grants to six local operators, plus some additional state costs for program administration, etc.

• Local Rural Connectors also have provided assistance for the portion of Rural Connection

trips not covered by fares and Greyhound reimbursement. No estimate of these costs is

available.

In examining the costs versus the ridership, it is important to recognize that many of these costs

are "start-up" costs for the staff time, travel, and promotion needed to begin a nationwide project involving

many actors. Total CTAA, Greyhound, and MDOT costs to date of $809,326 may seem like a lot, but

by comparison, the Netheriands Railways has recently started a feeder project for smaller cities wiUi a two-

year budget of $5,000,000 for promotion and subsidized taxi rides in 39 towns outside the four largest

cities (where it is assumed riders can access rail systems on public transit). Also, although the overall

program appears to have costs of about $300 per passenger per trip to date, the Michigan program by itself

has costs of about $71 per passenger trip, and that is for expanded service and a high level of mariceting.

For an on-going program, costs will be much lower, focusing on marketing and informatioiL Recurring

expenses of this program in the future need not be as high, as project visibility has already been raised

by the many promotional efforts to date.
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IDENTIFICATION OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES

This evaluation has raised a number of issues regarding the program and its future direction.

Many of these are not fully evaluated, but must be addressed by future program directions, given the

relatively low ridership to date, the end of the UMTA-funded CTAA demonstration, and impacts on rural

services firom changes at Greyhound. These questions include at least the following:

t Should the Rural Connection be continued in its current form?

• What is the real level of demand for connections to intercity service in rural areas?

• Who will do national tasks ~ prtnnote program, sign up participants, provide marketing

materials, monitor performance, follow-up, and handholding, etc.?

• How should program participants be identified to attract operators who wUl be successful at

developing Rural Connection ridership?

• What level of ridership stK)uld be expected for a program to remain in the rural connection?

• What is Greyhound's role?

• How can the program be modified to make it more attractive to the rural operator, while at

the same time keeping costs low for all parties?

• How can the program do more to increase rural mobility?

• What should national and state policy be, given low ridership and high costs for added

service?

• What should be expected of Rural Coimection participants in terms of ridership, marketing,

or other efforts or activities, etc.

• What should participants expea from such a program, in terms of ridership or other benefits?

AU of tiiese issues are addressed in the next chapter, which defines an action plan for the Rural

Connection Program.
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4
PLAN FOR THE RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Desjnte the amount of infonnation on the Rural Connection Program (RCP) collected in this report

and in other sources, it is too soon to detennine whether or not the concept is an overall "success".

Certainly it appears that many rural areas have been reconnected to the national intercity bus iwtwoilc, that

the program generally functions in an operational sense (ticketing, information, reservations, etc.). and that

both the intercity and rural carriers benefit from improved public relations. In addition, some rural

systems have generated additional RCP ridership. Despite the low overall ridership to date, it is not clear

what the eventual potential of the RCP may turn out to be. Low ridership may be the result of any

number of problems identified in the review and site visits, or it may simply reflect the likely level of

demand for rural public transportation access to intercity bus services. This question represents the major

unresolved issue surrounding this program.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES - POTENTIAL DEMAND

The ridership success of the feeder program is difficult to evaluate because of the lack of

information about the likely demand. If the current feeders are meeting a reasonable proportion of the

actual demand, then the program could be judged a success despite the low absolute numbers of RCP

riders. In that case, program changes should focus on developing ai^)ropriate program goals and

objectives, and developing ways to serve this demand in a cost-effective manner. If the potential demand

is much higher than the observed ridership, then the success of the program is much more open to

question. To date the costs needed to market the service, and expand service hours, appear to be out of

proportion to the ridership generated. The major unresolved issue remains the question of the actual level

of demand, and given that demand, what is the most cost-effective way to serve that demand.
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The reason this issue remains unresolved is that no one really knows the true potential demand

for public transportation connections to intercity services. There is some data available from various

sources that suggest that the actual demand for connections to intercity services in rural areas is low at

any particular agency, and that in many cases rural connectors are meeting this demand.

To begin considering this question at the national level. Greyhound market research information

indicates that ^proximately a third of its ridership has one or more trip ends in a rural area, defining rural

and urban areas as designated in the 1980 Census.' Of the total 2,843 agencies, some 38.3 percent or

1,088 are in rural areas, based on this definition. If one takes the 32.3 percent of trips (classified in May

through October, 1989) times the 1989 Greyhound ridership of 21,971,933, one arrives at a total of

7,096,934 trips with at least one end in a Census-defined rural area. In urban areas the use of public

transportation to reach intercity bus connections varies considerably with the level of local service, but

existing surveys done by various state departments of transportation suggest that even in urban areas, this

percentage is low. Ten studies cited in an earlier report showed that the private auto was used by 60.7

percent of intercity bus passengers as an access mode,^ while a more recent study in Michigan found that

between 9.2 and 11 percent of intercity bus riders (statewide) used local transit to access the bus.^

Unfortunately, no ruralAirban breakdown is available. A survey in Wisconsin did find that in small

communities and rural areas only three percent of intercity bus passengers reach the bus by taxi, and only

two percent by local bus, however, 37 percent of all riders had to travel over ten miles to reach the nearest

station* If one applies the two percent figure to aU Greyhound trips with a rural trip end, it suggests that

the total, eventual, nationwide market for rural coni^ction trips might be 142,0(X), if every rural area had

a Rural Connector and the service was provided around the clock. Given that rural operators do not

operate Saturday and Sunday, and that about a third (27-34% depending on the week) of intercity bus

'According to the 1980 Census definition, the urban population comprises all persons living in (a)

places of 2,500 or more inhabitants incorporated as cities, villages, boroughs and towns, but excluding

those persons living in rural portions of extended cities; (b) Census designated places of 2,5(X) or more

inhabitants (previously termed unincorporated); and (c) other territory, incorporated or unincorporated,

included in urbanized areas. An urbanized area consists of a central city or a central core, together with

contiguous closely settled territory, that comlHned have a total population of at least 50,000.

^Motor Carrier Ratemaking Study Commission, A Report to the President and Congress of the United

States. Part Two: Implementation of the Bus Regulatory Reform Act of 1982: The Impact on Older

Americans and Effect on Intrastate Bus Services . Chapter Vn, Exhibit 27, p.312.

^Michigan Department of Transportation, Michigan Intercity Bus Studv. A Comparison of 1985 and

1977 User and Ticket Surveys , p. 38.

*Eric R. Hansen and Edward A. Beimbom, et. The Benefits of Intercity Bus Service . University

of Wisconsin - Milwaukee, p. 37.
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ridership occurs on those days, this total could further be reduced by a third, to perhaps 95,000. This

would require 1,583 rural connectors, providing 60 trips per year.

The other way of looking at the potential is from the individual rural agency perspective. The

Michigan research reveals that agencies in cities under 10,000 rarely produce more that one passenger trip

per day, while cities of 10,000 to 50,000 can range from one boarding to as many as 36 per day, on

average. For example, Jackson, Michigan, is the busiest station in Michigan in that population category,

with 36 passengers per day during the study period. As seen in Table 4-1, Jackson produced an average

of 1,183 ticket sales per month during calendar 1989, and the ridership for the Jackson rural connector

averaged 62.4 trips per month (plus 5-6 per day on the fixed-route buses), resulting in an access mode

split of 5.3 percent for the Rural Connector alone. This may be most of the potential demand for rural

feeder service, which would suggest that this is a very successful project For the other case study sites

it appeared that the "maricet share" for the rural cormection projects ranged from .2 to 13.2 percent, with

monthly average RCP ridership between 3.4 and 11.1. This analysis suggests that rural operators who

have 5-15 Rural Connection trips per month may also be achieving success, if they are serving points that

typically do not generate large numbers of intercity trips.

The faa is that this type of analysis has not been done, and certainly has not been a factor in the

assessment of potential Rural Connectors, or in the development of the program. It may well be that the

RCP provides a real improvement in mobility, but that the level of demand in rural areas is very low.

In that case, the program should be integrated into the regular operations of the intercity carrier, the local

rural operator, and the local conmiission agent so that the incremental costs are as low as possible, and

it becomes a regular feature of rural and intercity transportation. Even then, one may expect rural

operators to minimize marketing, simply because the cost per Rural Connection trip will exceed the

revenues it generates, even with a Greyhound interline payment and a local fare. The service being

provided is comparable to that provided by airport limousine operators, who may well charge $15-30 per

trip for shared-ride van services of comparable length, yet the rural operator at best might receive $5-10.

Many rural operators would be willing to experience these deficits on the occasional trip, for the gain in

image, and because it is part of their overall transportation goal. The key is to identify those operators

willing to make such an exchange, who are located where they can provide enough trips to make it

worthwhile to Greyhound to include them in the program.

Qearly more research is needed on the nature of the demand for this kind of service - what are

passenger volumes at agencies in rural areas, and what percentage of the ridership could or would use a

public transportation alternative to reach intercity connections? Of the people attracted to the Rural

Connection, how many are new riders, how many current riders diverted from some other access mode?
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Table 4-1

TOTAL BOARDINGS AND RCP RIDERSHIP AT CASE STUDY SITES

Round Rock, Charlottesville, Jackson, Benton Harbor,

Texas Virginia Michigan Michigan

(CARTS) (JAUNT) (JTA) (Berrien Bus)

Average Monthly Agency

Tickets Sold*

Number of Daily Intercity Buses

Number of Vehicles Operated

by RCP Feeder

Average Monthly RCP Ridership

RCP Ridership as a Percentage

of Total

76

13

4

10

13.2%

1,984

17

13

3.4

.17%

1,183

17

30

62.4

5.3%

530

20

5

11.1

2.1%

Source : Compiled by Ecosometrics, Inc. from data supplied by Greyhound Lines, Inc. and the case

study RCP Operators.
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These questions can only be answered in a tentative way at this time, but should be the focus of the

Michigan demonstration, and perhaps additional research by states, UMTA, and the carriers.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE RURAL CONNECTION

As indicated in the second chapter, few of the participants had any specific goals for the Rural

Connection when the program was initiated. The lack of a goals statement, even if nothing quantifiable

was ever developed, has affected the program by allowing participants to conceive different ones at

different times, and by permitting the growth of elevated or inaR)ropriate expectations (regarding ridership,

revenue, aiKl Greyhound support). To some extent, this has created an air of disappointment as early

expectations by some operators were not met Of course, the lack of a defii^ set of goals has also had

the benefit of allowing the program to evolve considerably, as early ideas were found to be infeasible

(such as insurance through Greyhound, vehicle leasing, etc.).

Although a definite, measurable set of objectives is desirable, the lack of information about the

actual size of the market makes it difficult to set ridership or revenue targets. What is more important

at this stage is to define the program and where it appears most likely to succeed, and to direct its future

develojMnent Suggested goals for each of the participant groups are as follows:

Rural Operator:

1. Provide service to the intercity bus station as part of an overall mission of providing

comprehensive transportation service to the community.

2. Make the connection visible by providing information about it in all the normal channels and

marketing efforts - press releases, timetables, flyers, telephone information, posters, vehicle

identification, or ads. Other than design and marketing manual, printing and placement is

to be the responsibility of the local system. After the initial kickoff, marketing expenditures

on the RCP should be related to the level of local ridership,

3. Aim to generate enough ridership. At a minimum, offset direct Greyhound costs

(Greyhound may require a minimum performance level) for listing of services ~ this may

be 5-10 Rural Connection passengers per month.

4. Provide the service on existing services by making the Greyhound Tenninal(s) into a listed

(on timetables, etc.) destination, eligible for service.

5. Add service only when a special traffic generator can be served that would allow grouping

of Rural Connection trips, for example, five riders from the station to a VA Hospital, etc.
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6. Use the RCP as an of^rtunity to link ser/ices or develop new roles with intercity

carriers, Amtrak. as a commission agent, operating rural replacements services, or as a BPX
delivery ser/ice, etc.

7. Use the RCP to make the Commission agent a partner - if the RCP brings in riders the

agent gains, and the agent is likely to be the main source of user information.

Greyhound:

1. Develop rural transit operators as a low-cost system of feeders.

2. Develop enough ridership at each RCP to offset direct program costs, at a minimum.

3. Promote the RCP nationally as a means of maintaining rural connections with the intercity

trunk system.

4. Seek rural transit operators as rural conmiission agents, as a way of increasing their revenue

stake in the RCP, developing intennodal connections, and increasing community awareness

of both services.

5. Seek rural transit operators for RCP in locations where other conventional intercity services

are not feasible, so that the intercity bus networic does not lose those riders completely. RCP
roles may include direct replacement services, connecting existing service to nearest

Greyhound service point, developing alternative partial replacement services, etc.

6. Research the market for intercity-linked services in rural areas.

7. Work with CTAA, rural operators, state transit groups, etc. to expand funding for both rural

transportation generally, and for rural intercity services.

8. Forge public private Unk, encourage innovative/comprehensive thinking on the part of

transportation operators

CTAA:

1 . Provide information to rural operators through RTAP, publications, and at EXPO concerning

the Rural Connection.

2. Continue to aid in identifying possible participants among the rural operators, though

certainly on a much more informal basis - in response to inquiries from operators, or

through identification of areas with potential mobility problems resulting from intercity

abandonment that may become knovm to CTAA through meetings or political sources.
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IDENTinCATION OF POTENTIAL FUTURE CHANGES

Although it was anticipated that there would be a number of program- related issues, especially

regarding activities, funding, and responsibilities, it appears fairly clear that the major role played by

CTAA in the identification of rural providers will be ending with the end of the UMTA demonstration

grant, and that Greyhound will not be able to provide the levels of support and assistance that many of

the current operators would like to see. However, even if CTAA and Greylwund were in a position to

provide a lot of technical assistance and support for marketing, it is not clear tiiat this would be a cost-

effective kind of activity. Nevertheless, there are a number of actions that are appropriate and are

recommended. These include:

o Program Continuation and Development : The Rural Connection program should be

continued, but with modifications to focus the efforts of aU parties on locations likely to

produce enough ridership to offset the direct costs of the program. In addition, its scope

should be broadened beyond simple feeder service, to emphasize rural operators becoming

agents, providing replacement services where private intercity services are no longer feasible,

offering package dehvery, etc.

0 Market Research : Expectations for Rural Connection ridership and revenue should be based

on better information about rural intercity passenger demand, access modes, information

sources, and travel alternatives. Intercity trips are generally infrequent, and in rural areas

with low population densities, the overall demand is likely to be low, with dispersed origins,

and high usage of private autos to reach bus stops. But little is actually known that could

be used to quantify expectations for rural ridership.

0 Identification of Rural Connection Operators : This study suggests that some rural

operators are more likely to be successful in generating Rural Connection riders. Such

systems:

wiU have a basic goal of providing Rural Connection service as part of their broader

goals of providing comprehensive transportation services to their community,

will offer general public service,

will be willing to take responsibility for local promotion of the service,

will have the ability to include marketing of the system in their general program of

public information,

win also likely have particular generators of intercity traffic, such as regional hospitals,

prisons, colleges and universities, military bases, etc. within their service area, and

will cormect to intercity service points that have service during the Rural Connector's

normal service hours.
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Application forms will need to be redesigned to allow potential applicants to evaluate their

likelihood of success, facilitating self-identification.

0 Focus on Rural Connectors as Commission Agents : Rural operator interest and

participation will result from higher revenues and a more direct connection to the intercity

system. Given the difficulty of finding and maintaining agencies in rural areas, increased

emphasis should be placed on developing rural public transportation systems as bus

commission agencies. Rural operator facilities could then be promoted and developed as

intermodal facilities.

0 Focus on Rural Connectors in Areas Losing Service : Although a number of funding,

administrative and regulatory barriers may limit the direct replacement of unprofitable

intercity services in rural areas, there may well be cases in which rural operators could

operate portions of a route, or provide scheduled connections to remaining services at other

locations. Carrier abandonment procedures should be revised to include early identification

of rural operators in the affected service areas, and consultation directly with them and with

state departments of transportation to try and maintain the availability of intercity services

during a transition. The most likely replacement carriers for intercity services are other

private, regional intercity carriers with lower operating costs, and every effort should be

made to locate and involve such firms as well.

0 Develop Criteria for Continued Program Participation : Rural Connectors providing less

than five trips per month on average, over a six month period, should be eliminated from

the program. This represents a very minimal level of revenue, just sufficient to cover the

direct costs of national listings of service.

0 Marketing : Promoting the service locally will have to be clearly identified as a local

responsibility. Supplementary public funding for this purpose should be sought, but at this

time the intercity carrier role should continue to be the development of materials for local

use, including: press releases, posters, brochures, cards, radio ads, etc. In addition,

standardized fare promotions should be offered on a regular basis, and communicated to

rural operators.

0 Funding for RusselPs Guide Listings : Currently Greyhoimd pays the direct costs of the

monthly listings of RCP participants in RusseU's Guide , the national intercity bus timetable.

In order to be sure of continuing this basic linkage of the intercity system and the rural

operators, it is recommended that Federal funding (perhaps a set-aside of a certain portion

of RTAP) be used to fund these direct costs. At the same time, the Russell's Guide listings

could be redesigned to reduce the costs, as virtually all of the operators listed provide

advance reservation demand-responsive service, requiring only a brief description of the

service area and the phone number. Shaded maps, or text descriptions of service areas could

be used instead of the ciurent format, which is designed to show scheduled stops on fixed-

routes. Possibly the listings could be placed on the same page as the timetable showing the

intercity service to the connecting point.
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0 Funding for Toll-Free Reservations : The cost and difficulty of making reservations for

connectic«is at the destination end of a trip may be a deterrent to additional ridership, as the

long-distance call may weU cost as much or more than the RCP trip. A toll-free reservation

system for making these reservations would reduce the cost and improve service, and could

be developed as an incremental improvement on the Greyhound telephone information

system (possibly linked to the reservation/information system for handicapped passengers).

However, before trying such a program on a national basis, a statewide or regional

demonstration is suggested, as proposed by the Michigan DOT.

0 Need for Increased Rural Public Transportation Funding : The Rural Cormection program

demonstrates that it is difficult to expand ridership linking existing services when the level

of service is so limited. Many rural operators cannot even afford to serve the general public,

but are basically transporting only human service agency clients. Reauthorization legislation

for federal transportation programs must address the goals of and needs for rural public

transportation along with the level of funding. Rural operators need to have sufficient

resources and the program flexibility to serve both agency clients and the general public if

they are to begin to meet rural mobility needs. In addition, maintaining a rural intercity

network is likely to require some operating assistance for intercity carriers, as demonstrated

in a number of states.

At this time, the program should go forward with a revised, more realistic set of expectations and

goals. The resources available for this program are limited -- at the local level, from state or Federal

sources, and on the part of the carriers. Efforts must be made to identify those places that can and will

produce rider^p, but without requiring large expenditures for expanded services or marketing. While

it may appear that carrier support has not been adequate, or that rural operator promotion and activity has

been lacking, the low level of ridership and revenue would make it difficult for either group to justify

greatly enlarging their efforts. Increased revenue for local operators could result if they became agents,

which would in turn facilitate local marketing, and that is suggested as a major focal area for the program,

particulariy as it becOTies harder to attract and maintain good rural agents.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY FORM





THE RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM:
A SURVEY OF PARTICIPANTS

Name of System:

Address:

Contact Person:

Phone:

General Service Characteristics

1, General Service Area- please indicate the size of your service area both in square miles

and population

Size, square miles Size, population

2. Types of Services Provided- please indicate by percentage the types of services provided

by your agency. Total should sum to 100%.

Demand response Fixed route

Subscription Other

If other, please explain

3. Ridership by Service Type- please indicate the annual numbers of vehicle miles and

passenger trips for the above mentioned service types.

(PASSENGER TRIPS: The total number of one-way passenger trips. Each time a

person boards then alights from a vehicle is counted as one trip . Be sure that

return trips are counted as a separate trip.)

Annual # of

Vehicle Miles

Annual # of

Passenger Trips

Demand response

Fixed route

Subscription

CHher
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4. Total System Service-

Total annual vehicle miles:

Total annual one-way passenger trips:

Do you provide any other type of service in addition to passenger service?

YES NO

If YES, please explain

5. Ridership Types- Please indicate by percentage the type of passengers agency carries

Social service agency passengers %
General public passengers %

6. neet Characteristics- Please fill in the table below to describe your vehicle fleet.

Types of

Vehicles

«of

Each Type

Average

Age

#Lift

Equipped

30-40 ft. Transit Coaches

30-40 ft. School Buses

15-30 ft. Small Buses

Vans

Automobiles

Other

Total Operational Vehicles
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7. Hours and Days of Service:

Sunday: to

Monday: __to

Tuesday: to

Wednesday: ^to

.

Thursday: to

Friday: to

Saturday: to

System Administration

8. Budget Information

Total systemwide annual operating budget:

$

9. Funding Sources

Title ni Aging $

Section XIX Medicaid $

Section 18 UMTA $

Section 16(b)(2) UMTA $

State $

Passenger Fares $

Local, please specify

^ $

$

Other, please specify

$

$
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10, Insurance Coverage

Amount of coverage per person

$

Amount of coverage per accident

$

Total amount of coverage

$

Amount of excess liability

$

Does your insurance provide liability coverage for packages or freight?

YES NO

11. Does your agency hold any of the following regulatory permits?

Interstate Commerce Commission-

Passengers YES NO
Package Express YES ^NO

State Public Utility Commission-

Passengers YES ^NO

Package Express YES NO

12. Package Delivery- Are you interested in carrying packages or freight?

YES NO ALREADY CARRY

Rural Connection Program

13. When did you become an official carrier as part of the Rural Connection Program?

MONTH YEAR ,

14. Ridership and revenue- Please fill out the table presented on the following page to

indicate the levels of ridership and revenue for the Rural Connection program.

Include all trips, whether you requested payment or not.
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RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM: RIDERSHIP AND REVENUE

Pttsengen
|

Ptdaget

Outbound-

All passengers

taken to

Greyhound

Inbound-

AU passengers

picked up firom

Greyhound

Revenue
j]

Collected fixxn <

flural Connectioo

I

Revenue

Collected from

f(ural Connectioo

December 1987

January 1988

February 1988

March 1988

April 1988

May 1988

June 1988

July 1988

August 1988

September 1988

October 1988

November 1988

December 1988

January 1989

February 1989

March 1989

April 1989

May 1989

June 1989

July 1989

August 1989

September 1989

October 1989

November 1989
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15. Role in Rural Connection Program- Please indicate how your agency is related to the

Rural Connection Program.

Feeder system

Agent

Joint Terminal

Package Delivery

Off-line Agent

16, Facilities- What facilities do you use in conjunction with the Rural Connection

Program? Please check all that apply.

Your own offices

Administration only

Passenger waiting area

Ticket sales

Package express

Shelters or other other stopping places

Greyhound or Trailways commission agency (may be located in some
other business such as a restaurant, gas station, hotel, etc.)

Greyhound or Trailways Tenninal (primary business of facility is bus

travel)

Other, please specify

17. What are your system's goals in participating in the Rural Connection Program?

18. Describe the level and type of suf^rt (technical assistance, press releases, ad slicks,

schedule development, funds for marketing, etc.) provided by the following agencies:

Greyhound Corporation Rural Connection Program
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Other Greyhound Departments.

Community Transportation Association of America (formerly Rural America)

State Department of Transportation

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA).

19. Is this support adequate? YES NO

20. If no, what is needed from the following organizations:

Greyhound Corporation Rural Connection Program.

Community Transportation Association of America.

State Department of Transportation.

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA).
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21. Are the terminal agents properly trained and knowledgeable about the feeder program?

YES NO Comments

22. What marketing efforts have been made to promote the program in your service area

and by whom?

23. At this point in time are you satisfied with your system's participation in the Rural

Connection Program?

YES NO Please Explain

24. What suggestions do you have for improving the Rural Connection Program?

WE GREATLY APPREQATE YOUR ASSISTANCE. THE INFORMATION YOU PROVIDE WILL
HELP TO EVALUATE AND IMPROVE THE RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM.

PLEASE RETURN THE SURVEY TO ECOSOMETRICS IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE OR MAIL
TO:

ECOSOMETRICS. INC.

4715 CORDELL AVE.
BETHESDA, MARYLAND 20814

IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE SURVEY PLEASE CONTACT FRED FRAVEL OR
KENNY HOSEN AT ECOSOMETRICS (301)652-2414.
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The list of non-replying systems con-
tained in the original study has been
omitted from this printing for space
reasons
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APPENDIX C

CASE STUDIES

Capital Area Rural TransoorUtion System (CARTS)

On January 11 and 12, 1990. a field visit was made to the rural transit operator, CARTS, in Texas

for tiie purpose of reviewing the performance of CARTS in regard to the RCP. This field visit included

meetings with:

• One Greyhound and one Kerrville bus company representatives

• A State Department of Highways and Public Transportation (SDHPT) representative

• CARTS Executive Director and Assistant Director

• A Greyhound Terminal Agent (Round Rock)

• Three rural operators (CARTS subcontractors in Round Rock, SmithviUe, Lockhart, and San

Marcos)

CARTS is a Section 18 Rural Transit operator in nine counties of Central Texas. CARTS

functions both as a broker of services and as a direct operator of services. CARTS contracts with seven

agOTcies to provide service in the nine counties. CARTS provides contracted service to a number of

human service programs including Title HI of the Older Americans Act and Title XIX of the Social

Security Act Thirty-four percent of its service is directed to the general public in the forai of commuter

service, suburban and rural fixed route. Demand-responsive service is also available to the general public

according to a schedule that is published in each county (Exhibit 1).

Greyhound and the Kerrville Bus Company run a number of schedules through the CARTS

Service Area (Figure C-1). All routes except two go through Austin which is in the center of the CARTS

service area. Table C-1 displays the towns listed as being served by the RCP. In the fall of 1987

Greyhound entered into a discussion with CARTS regarding the RCP. Kerrville Bus Company, who has

had a good working relationship with CARTS since the early 1980's, supported the program and in April

1988, the three organizations implemented the RCP in Texas. The initial "kick off' included numerous

television spots, news features, newsp^r ads, and flyers. Greyhound and Kerrville provided $3,(XX) for

marketing which was matched by SDHPT.
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EXHIBIT 1: SAMPLE CX)UNTY SCHEDULE

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION IN:

SERVED BY
CALL

COUNTY
COMMUNITY TRANSIT
1-800-284-7433 Vbee

rriMMIIMITYUUmmUNl i T
oniiTC WINKUU i t UAY

nCDADTI IDCUtrAn 1 Unt UNt-WMT otNIUno a
SERVED DESTINATION TIME FARE CHILDREN

GIDOINGS TO ELGIN 1st/3rd TUES EA MO 8-00 am S200 SI 00

TO AUSTIN let /'^r/i Tl FA MO Q '20 rim0 ju am SoHI
Local Service TO BRENHAM 1st/3rd WED EA MO 8t)0am S200 SI 00

8 00 am-41X) pm
Monday thru Friday

TO COLUMBUS 2nd/4th WED EA MO 8-OOam • S300 SI .50

S025 Per Trip TO LA GRANGE THURSDAYS 130 am S2.00 SI .00

Meets Intet-City Bus TO PAIGE TUESDAYS 8.30 am SI 00 S0.50

TO ROCKDALE IvlUIMUMTO 8.00 am i 1 IW SUDU
LEXINGTON

TO ELGIN ist/3rd lUfcb cA. MO 8:00 am S3 00 SI 50

Local Service TO AUSTIN IcI/^rH Tl ICC CA \hV\isi/jro 1 uto tA iviu oUJ am CO V£\

o.iw am-4W) pm TO BRENHAM iSi/jra wtu zj\ MU 8:00 am lO LW 51 OU

Fridays TO COLUMBUS 2nd/4th WED EA MO 800 am S4.00 S200
S 025 Per Trip

TO GIDDINGS THURSDYAS 8 00 am SI 00 S0.50
Meets inter-City Bus

TO TEMPLE 3rd THURS EA MO 8 00 am S4 00 S2.00

TO LEXINGTON FRIDAYS 8:00 am SO 50 S0.25

TO ROCKDALE MONDAYS 8:00 am S2.00 SI 00

TO DIME BOX TUESDAYS 10:00 am $100 S0.50

DOAK SPRINGS TO ELGIN 1st/3rd TUES EA MO 8:00 am S3 00 SI 50

Local Service
TO AUSTIN 1st/3rd TUES EA MO SflO am S4 00 S200

10 00 arTv2 00 pm TO LEXINGTON WEDNESDAYS 10-00 am SI 00 S0.50

Monday thru Friday TO BRENHAM 1st/3rd WED EA MO 8:00 am S3 00 SI 50

S025 Per Trip TO COLUMBUS 2nd/4th WED EA. MO. B.-OOam S4 00 S200
Meets Inter-Clty Bus TO . GIDDINGS THURSDAYS 8:00 am SI 00 SO 50

TO : TEMPLE 3rd THURS EA MO 8:00 am S4 00 S200

TO • LEXINGTON MONDAY thru FRIDAY 8:30 am SI 00 S0.50
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Table C-1

LISTING OF SUBC0>4TRACT0RS AND THE TOWNS THEY SERVE

Community Transit Services : Some service on call and some service is scheduled.

Bastrop

Brenham
Burton

Carmine

Cedar Creek

Center Union

Dime Box
Elgin

Engle

Fayetteville

Flatonia

Frevburg

Giddings

Hills Praire

Hostyn

La Grange

Lexington

Lincoln

Manheim
Northrup

Oldenburg

Plum

Rabbs Pairie

Red Rock

Rockne
Rosamby
Round Top
RuttersviUe

Saint John

Schulenburg

Serbin

SmithviUe

Swiss Alp
Warrenton

Winchester

Luling Senior Qtizens : All service on call

Luling

Prairie Lea
Stairtown

Hill County Senior Citizens : All service on call

Driftwood Henley

Dripping Springs Wimberiy

Fitziiugh

WBCO Transtx)rtation : All service on call

Leander

Liberty Hill

Round Rock
Taylor

Anderson Mill Cedar Park

Andice Florence

Bartlen Georgetown

Bertram Granger

Burnet Granite Shoals

Travis County Department of Human Services : All service on call

Creedmore
Del VaUe
Elvoy

Garfield

Littig

Manor
New Katy

New Sweden

Pflugerville

Oak Hill

WebberviUe
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Table C-1 (continued)

Lockshort Community Education Transportation : On call

Dale

Lockshort

Lytton Springs

St. John

Community Action Transix)rtation : On call

Blanco

Buda
Cypress Mill

Fentress

Johnson City

Kyle

Lx)ckhan

Martindale

Maxwell
Prairie Lea

Reedville

Rocky Creek

Round Mountain

Sandy

San Marcos
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Ridership

Ridership is very low by any standard (Table C-2). One of the reasons CARTS was selected for

a field visit was the success of CARTS as a public transit system. Because of this success, CARTS was

expected to be able to generate modest ridership in the RCP. It was interesting to note that no one

interviewed would state what they expected ridership to be. The following discussion will review some

of the reasons for this low ridership according to the key participants. However, there is more to the

program than ridership, and these expectations (goals and objectives) will be reviewed as well.

Goals of the Program

While there were no formal goals and objectives, all of the key participants articulated the same

theme throughout the discussion. All participants agreed that the following are goals of the RCP:

t Increase of Ridership . There is no question that each participant felt that an increase in

intercity and rural transit usage is the number one goal of the program. In addition, the rural

operators were anticipating the potential of increasing their ridership base by generating new
riders through the RCP, who may use the system for other purposes as well.

• Cooperation with Intercity Operators . All participants recognize the need to work together

in rural areas where intercity ridership and service is diminishing. Greyhound, Kerrville, and

CARTS all see the solution as multimodal. Mr. Gentry from KerrviUe would like to see

CARTS take over his terminal agencies and operate them as multimodal facilities.

In addition, CARTS has two additional goals for the program, they are:

• Building CARTS image as a public transit operator. CARTS like many other Section 18

operators in Texas evolved from social service agencies. Over the years, these Section 18

public operators have at times been unable to shed the image of a social service agency.

Being affiliated with intercity bus oj)erators has assisted these systems in shedding this image.

This is particulariy true in Round Rock where CARTS acts as the terminal agent for

Greyhound and has physically moved their offices to the Greyhound terminal away from the

social service agency that previously housed the system.

• Availability of Additional Service . CARTS is a service organization. Mr. Marsh sees the

RCP as an additional service offered to his customers. His goal is to expand CART's role

in public transportation and RCP is one way to expand services.
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T»bk C-2

RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM: RIDERSHIP AND REVENUE

Ouibound-

All passengers

taken to

Greyhound

Greyh/Kerrv

.

nbound-

All passengers

)icked up from

Greyhound

Greyh/Kerrv

.

Revenue

Collected from

^ural Connection

Greyh/Kerrv

.

Packaget

Revenue

Collected from

lural Connection

Greyh/Kerrv

.

December 1987

January 1988

Febniary 1988

March 1988

April 1988
8/9 24.00/13.50

May 1988
13/7 25.00/5.50

June 1988

July 1988
1/4 1.50/3.00

August 1988
2/3 2.00/2.50

September 1988
2/1 1/0 3.00/1.50

October 1988
5/4 6/Q_ 5. 50/16 .50

November 1988
6/1 14/0 15.50/1.50

December 1988
10/6 2/1 13.00/3.00

January 1989
n/? q

, 50/7 . 50
February 1989

3. 50/. 50
March 1989

_2U2. n/n ^ nr>/9 c^n

April 1989 0/3 0/0 0/2.00

May 1989
4/2 0/0 3.50/1.00

June 1989
1/0 2/0 1.50/0

July 1989
0/1 0/0 0/1.50

August 1989
0/0 0/0 0/0

September 1989
4/0 0/3. on

October 1989

November 1989
1/0.

0/2

0/0 .50/0

0/0 0/3.00
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Identification of Issues

This section will review the issues/problems facing CARTS in operating a successful RCP. The

issues were broken down into five functional areas. They include 1) operational issues affecting both

CARTS, its subcontractors, and the intercity terminal agents, 2) administrative/linkages, describing CARTS

relationship with other key participants, 3) marketing, as a separate area due to its importance to the

program, 4) financial, and 5) regulatory.

Operations

It was agreed upon by all persons interviewed that the biggest operational issue facing the RCP

is the limited hours of service offered by the Section 18 operators. CARTS does not operate after 6:00

p.m. or on weekends/holidays. Intercity peak times are Friday afternoon and evening and Sunday

afternoon and evening. A considerable portion of Greyhound and Kerrville ridership in the CARTS area

uses the service during the above hours when CARTS does not operate. Another major issue is the

problem of passengers wanting CARTS for a trip from the bus terminal to a rural point. Access to the

service requires the ticket agent at the point of origin to inform the passenger that they must make a phone

call for the Rural Connection. Only two of the CARTS subcontractors have toll fi^ telephones. For

service through the odier subcontractors, the passengers must incur long distance charges. Community

Transit, the largest subcontractor, does, however, offer scheduled meets with the bus on a limited basis.

In addition, these trips outbound fiiom the terminal to the rural area are not counted as Rural Connection

trips (making ridership aR)ear lower than it is). The operators do not receive credit or a percentage of

the ticket price for these trips.

In terms of facilities, Mr. Gentry from Kerrville feels that quality facilities and vehicles are

essential to the RCP. He stated that customers want comfortable vehicles. SDHPT, according to Margo

Massey, is making a major investment in rural transit facilities. Many of these facilities will be for inter-

modal activities.

There was some criticism that the intercity terminal agents show no interest in the program and

have done iK)thing to prcMnote it Mr. Gentry and Mr. McCoy, a Greyhound sales agent, both disagreed,

stating that the terminal agents are eager to woik with the rural operators. They pointed out that every

ticket sold in the RCP means additional commission for the agent.

Package express is not being considered at this time. Package delivery is closely regulated by the

Texas Railroad Commission (TRRQ, Mr. Marsh felt that'the regulatory requirements would far outweigh

tbe braefits gained by providing this service, as will be discussed in the regulatory section.
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Administration/Linkages

This section will discuss CARTS administration of the program and its linkages on the local, state,

national, and corporate levels. Because there are a number of participants at several levels, the linkages

or lines of communication are essential to an efficient program.

In discussions with CARTS Director and Assistant Director, a minimal amount of time is spent

administering the RCP. They indicate that approximately 1-2 hours per month are spent on the program.

Subcontraa staff also indicate that little time is spent on the RCP. One subcontractor bluntly stated that

"she wore many different hats and simply had no time for a program that generates almost no ridership."

Most of the time currently spent on the program is devoted to marketing efforts.

In terms of linkages, at the local level there is very little contact/communication between terminal

ag«us and the subcontractors. Ms. Massey of SDHPT correctly pointed out that the relationships between

the local operators and terminal agents is critical to the success of the program. Mr. Marsh felt that the

local mral manager should meet quarterly with each temiinal agent and sales manager to ensure good

communication. CARTS Central is the only part of CARTS to have a working relationship with a

terminal agent (with the exception of CARTS terminal facUity). In faa, CARTS Central has a good

working relationship with all key participants.

Currently the SDHPT has taken a very supportive position on the program. The state is working

closely with Greyhound to seek a regulatory exemption from the TRRC. SDHPT is also working closely

with the rural operators to develop an effective maiketing strategy through Oil Overcharge Funds, and is

funding new facilities.

CTAA has also been working closely with CARTS in its facilities development The

administrative linkages with the exception of the local level appear to be securely in place with each key

participant working toward the same goal.

Marketing

Marketing was identified by the key participants as a critical component of the RCP. Marketing

also created the most burden to the rural operators in terms of time and money. Greyhound has developed

a marketing manual and materials for flyers and posters. Examples of these materials are found in Exhibit

2 through 5. The rural operators are charged with putting the flyers, posters, and ads together and

distributing them. The rural operators must also post these promotions at the Greyhound Terminal. All

the subcontractors feel that too much of their time is taken up by these activities. Consequently, in

visiting a terminal agent, and three rural operators, no signs of the latest half fare promotion were present.
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EXHIBIT 2: POSTER TO BE DISPLAYED IN RURAL AREAS

(Actual Size 11" x 17")

You can use

TheRural

to access this bus terminal

Call the local CARTS dispatcher for a ride into or out of this terminal*

A service brought to you by

Kerrville
COMFAMES

Greyhound Unes, Inc.

Local CARTS Operator

CAPITAL AREA RUnAL
TRANSPORTATION SYS'EM

Auslin, Texas O 1

1

within Texas 800-456-RIDE \y Cl 1

1

Greyhound Lines, Inc. and the Kerrville Bus Companies assume no responsibility

for transportation over the rural providers' routes and vice-versa.

Contact dispatcher for available service hours and schedules. Generally service should be prearranged.
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EXHIBIT 3: GREYHOUND STICKER TO PLACE ON RURAL CONNECTOR VAN

(Actual Size 7" x 21")

Let Us Take You To The

s Kerrville
COMPANIES

^1^^^

ASK US FOR DETAILS
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EXHIBrr4: HALF FARE PROMOTIONAL FLYER

MANY
HAPPY

RETURNS-
FREE!

Greyhognd Lines. Inc. OOlttHIOIIiTV TIlAllkSiT

THROUGH THE GREYHOUND RURAL
CONNECTION BUY A ONE-WAY TICKET
- AND GET YOUR RETURN TRIP FREE*

Between January 8 and April 30. 1990 take the

COMMUNITY TRANSIT SERVICE 1 -8 00*2 84* RIDE
to a participating Greyhound terminal - and get a

ROUND TRIP TICKET FOR THE PRICE OF A ONE*
WAY TICKET. Going Greyhound has never been more

convenient - or economical!

For more information call

COMMUNITY TRANSIT SERVlCE 1 -800-284-R ID E
or your local Greyhound/Trailways terminal.

'TicMttmusiiMpurctaMdbyandUBvaltMgunby ApiilX. 1980 on Monday twough Thuntuy onty RabMi|xMt«nal KM found ir^can Iw
mad* on any day ol Wm tietk Botfi »w going •'x) f*iMx\ ponton* ok »m found uip a/a sufiiect lo Vm bbck oui ptHod avjicakMi batow Onty
pasaangaii wwponad lo a pafiiapattng QfaynotM/Traiiwaya iwnunal by a pancipaiif^g (ural ptovatar and tUMWUtg a oakd (Wat
Connaciion pfografn coupon ai ma hnwoliictuM puicnaM ate ehgiWa lor ina discount 0(Uyoi>a<McotM;ic*a(|Mf(MMiif)9af pat luufidki^

OkscottfH not avaitaUa on nhwi* purchasa lata* Oiscounf program a o e<f«a Irom January & 1990 ttuoiign Apra 30. 1990. but a 'Uaca^d

flul" ftatwaan Apia II. 1990 and Apta i7. 1980 tof mttim tfw puA:naia at lictk«is ot uaval Rufat ptovidu Mrvica may tM lunMd. ao pteaas

contact Iha local (mat providaf tot oay^t) and Umaiti oi wivicu lof tfavt lo and'or kom ma pMUC^uttmo Oiaynouiid'Traiiwayt MiifMWiL



EXHIBIT 5; EXAMPLE OF PRESS RELEASE

Mg* 4 TIM nmoMo Aigii^ notonlo. Tmoi, Jomiory ll, 1990

Community Transit Service

Passengers Offered Discount

Fares On Greyhound
Between January 8 and April 30,

passengers transported by Com-

munity Transit Service to a par-

ticipating Greyhound or Kerrville

terminal can buy a one-way ticket

on Greyhound or Kerrville and get

the return trip free. _ ^

"This is a travel bargain for our

passengers," said Norma Moree,

Traasportation Director, of Com-

munity Transit Service. "They can

get a round-trip ticket to any of the

12,000 locations served by

Greyhound or Kerrville for about

half price."

To qualify, passengers must be

transported by Community Tr^it

,

Service to a participating

Greyhound or Kerrville tenniiud

and submit a valid Rural Connec-

tion program coupon when pur-

chasing their ticket. Under the

special offer travel must begin on

Monday through Thursday, but

passengers can return any day of

the week. Tickets must be purchas-

ed and travel begun by April 30,

1990. Tickets will not be sold aiul

travel will not be vjMid between

April 11-17.

"This pn^motion provides lUgh-

quality travel at a low price," Fred

G. Currcy, Chairnum and CEO of

Greyhound Lines, said, "and it

comes during our off-peak season

when seats are readilj^ available on

most of our routes."

Interested persons should call the

local Greyhound or Kerrville ter-

minal for specific fare and schedule

information and to deternune when

they wish to travel. The next step is

to call the Community Transit Ser-

vice office at 800-284-RIDE.

(Smithville area 237-4^1) to'

schedule a reservation to the bus

terminal. Reservations with fcom-

munity Transit Service should be

made as eariy as possible, but no

later than the day before the trip, to

ensure the availability of aprvtce.

Community Transit Service is

onf^bf more than 75 Kx;al transpor-

tkion systems participating in the

Greyhound and Kerrville Rural

Connection program and this

special fare promotion. The
Greyhound and Kenville Rural

Connection is part ot a nationwide

program to restore access to interci-

ty bus service in rural cpmmurvi|ief^

Dallas-based Greyhound is the nae

tion's largest intercity bus com-

pany.
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It should be noted that this promotion in the past two years did show some ridership increases. It appears,

however, tiiat the local operators are losing interest in the program and are not willing to spend more time

putting ads together.

The poster and van stickers developed through Greyhound do not appear to be attractive or

informative (Exhibits 2 and 3.) The van stickers do not have a phone number to call for information and

the poster does not convey a message and is very difficult to read.

It is felt, that the bulk of the mariceting effort is left to the local operators. This includes funds

for printing posters, and placing ads, as well as, staff time in putting the ads together and distributing them

throughout the service area. Please note, that CARTS own mariceting brochures and posters are very

professionally done (Exhibit 1). At this time there appears to be little incentive to continue marketing this

program at the local level. The rural operators argue that all of the woric falls on them and that mariceting

support (funds) are minimal. One participant suggested that Greyhound incorporate the RCP in its national

marketing. That is "mainstream" the RCP. One specific example would be to mention the RCP at the

end of a Greyhound radio advertisement ("Moneysaver"). Another suggestion was that Greyhound denote

rural cormection participants in its system route map. A third suggestion was to perform better grass

routes marketing such as parking a new van by the bus terminals periodically with a bright poster

explaining the service. All participants felt that the marketing must be simple for the rural operators to

implement, with little or no time needed to implement the program.

Financial

The financial impact on CARTS has been minimal. CARTS has received approximately $180 in

two years of participation. As noted earlier, CARTS does not receive any RCP revenue for trips outbound

from the intercity bus terminals. CARTS has incurred some staff and direct costs in the development of

posters, flyers, and the posting of them at various locations. In 1988, Kerrville, Greyhound, and the

SDHPT contributed $6,{XX) to be used to maricet the program for the initial promotion. The SDHPT

however, is continuing its financial support of the program through its funding of Section 18 facilities,

some of which will be for intermodal terminals. It is also supporting a major Section 18 marketing

program, where funds will be allocated to local operators who may use it to promote the RCP. Greyhound

and Kerrville do not provide any ongoing financial support to the program at this time.
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Regulatory

CARTS currentiy has a certificate of Exemption from the TRRC to operate limited service on an

intercity basis. The exemption allows CARTS to transport Medicaid passengers to medical facilities. The

TRRC is now requiring CARTS to get a certificate for intercity general public transport. This would

among other things require very high levels of insurance. Currently Greyhound and SDHPT are

negotiating with the TRRC for an exemption for the transport of persons to a bus terminal. Package

delivery is also closely regulated by TRRC. Mr. Marsh has indicated that he has no plans to enter this

field, in large part due to the extensive regulations.

Key Findings

CARTS' goals for the program are for the most part being met by its participation in the program.

The major goal that has not reached (nor ever clearly defmed), has been the goal of increasing ridership.

Over tiie past 20 months, ridership (inbound and outbound) has averaged 7.5 passengers per month. For

tt^se reasons, most of the barriers to success revolve around the ridership goal. This section will review

barriers by functional area.

Operations

Possibly the greatest barrier to success is tiie fact that CARTS does not operate during the peak

hours for intercity travel (Friday evening and Sunday afternoon and evening). This is a serious barrier

that deprives the program of a significant portion of the potential ridership. CARTS operates 8:00 a.m.

to 5.00 p.m. Monday thru Friday. According to Mr. Marsh, additional funds would be required to extend

service to evening and weekends.

Another barrier cited is tl^ difficulty encountered by a passenger wanting a rural connection from

the tenninal to a rural area. The burden is on the passenger to set up both legs of the return trip

separately, as well as probably having to make a long distance call. In addition, the ticket agent must

inform the passenger that a connection exists (since there is no national mariceting of this program).

CARTS feels that the terminal agents are the weakest link in that they typically do not care about

the program and do not want to do the paperwork. One terminal agent was billed $.50 by CARTS and

rather than deal with the paperworic, sent CARTS two quarters taken from the agent's pocket
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Administration/Linkages

The most significant problem in this area is the lack of communication at the local level, between

the subcontractors and the terminal agents. This could be because neither entity can afford to spend time

in this effort. Mr. Marsh suggested that on a quarterly basis, the local CARTS manager meet with the

terminal agent and the Greyhound sales representative to ensure good communication and cooperation.

Marketing

Marketing was one of the major concerns expressed by CARTS and its subcontractors. This

feeling was that the Greyhound marketing effort:

• require to much time and effort on the part of the rural operator. Therefore the marketing is

not performed adequately,
,

• has poor quality marketing materials,

t has no national RCP marketing effort in conjunction with Greyhound's national marketing,

and

• places all of the marketing burden (time, effort, and funding) on the rural operator.

Financial

There are no significant financial burden placed on CARTS. However, in order for the service

to generate more riders, it would need additional funding to operate Friday evening and Simday.

Regulatory

Currently the regulatory issues are under negotiation. However, this has not impacted on CARTS

at this time. If the negotiations are unsuccessful, regulatory requirements could become a significant

barrier.
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JAUNT

On January 18, 1990, a field visit was made to JAUNT in Charlottesville, Virginia. The purpose

of the field visit was to review JAUNT performance in regard to the RCP. This review included a review

of the barriers to successful operation, attributes leading to success, and the identification of both

unresolved issues and benefits to the key participants. The field visit included interviews and meetings

with:

• The Greyhound Terminal Agent

• JAUNT'S Executive Director, Marketing Manager, and Operations Manager

t Virginia Department of Transportation representative (interview over the telephone)

JAUNT is a Section 18 rural transit operator in Albermerle, Fluvanna, Louisa, and Nelson Counties of

Virginia as well as operating a demand-responsive service in the City of Charlottesville. JAUNT operates

a variety of transportation services for human service agencies and the general public. Approximately 46

percCTt of JAUNT'S riders are general public. Linda Wilson, Executive Director of JAUNT, entered into

discussions with Greyhound in February 1987 and initiated its RCP in January 1988. According to Ms.

Wilson, there was no major promotion at the beginning of the program. (Exhibit 6)

According to the Greyhoimd Terminal Agent, there are approximately 17 peak schedules over

three routes (Figure C-2) through Chariottesville and average daily boardings range from 30-40 day in the

winter when \h£ University is out of session to 140 per day in the peak season. The routes are:

• New Yoik -- Washington, D.C. -- Roanoke (and points beyond), using 1-81

• New York -- Washington, D.C. - Danville (and points beyond), using U.S.29

• Richmond, VA - Charieston, West Virginia, using 1-64

JAUNT is listed in Russell's Guide (January 1990) and provides some on-call and some scheduled

service to the following towns listed in the Guide.
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EXHIBIT 6: INITIAL PROMOTIONAL MATERL\LS

1138 East High Street, Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 Administration (804) 296-3184 or 296-4980, Operations (804) 296-6174

JAUNT and Greyhound form Rural Connector Program

On January 7, 1988, JAUNT and

Greyhound Lines, Inc. held an in-

augural service to celebrate the

beginning of a partnership that will

improve long distance travel for rural

residents of Planning District Ten.

Under this agreement, JAUNT will

provide 'feeder' service to and from

the Greyhound bus terminal in much
the same way that commuter airlines

extend the services of the large

airlines.

Greyhound has terminals in

Charlottesville and Lovingston.

AUNT will drop off or pick up

^Jassengers at those terminals whose
origins or destinations are rural areas

in the planning district. JAUNT will

not presently initiate any new routes,

but will transport passengers on ex-

isting routes. Greyhound will allow

JAUNT vans to pull into the terminal

to pick up and discharge passengers,

and will list all of JAUNT's rural routes

and fares in its national directory. In

return, JAUNT will publicize the con-

nector service and will provide infor-

mation to passengers about
Greyhound routes.

Under this Rural Connector ser-

vice, a person in, for example, Kansas

City could go to the Greyhound ter-

minal and request transportation to,

for example, Esmont. The Greyhound

agent would provide ticketing to

Charlottesville and information to the

passenger about JAUNT's routes and

fares to Esmont. Knowing that

JAUNT has limited service to Esmont,

*he passenger would arrange to take

J bus that would best connect with

JAUNT's van to Esmont. When the

passenger arrives in Charlottesville

he will call JAUNT, request a ride to

Under the new Rural Connector

Program, JAUNT transpoils rural

Esmont, and pay JAUNT the fare from

Charlottesville to Esmont.

A person living in the rural areas of

Planning District Ten can call either

JAUNT or Greyhound to obtain the

connector service. An example of

how this would work: a person living

in Palmyra, for example, might call

JAUNT for information about a ride to

the bus station. Since JAUNT only

has one van a day to Charlottesville

from Fluvanna County, we would help

them locate the Greyhound bus
schedule that is the best connection

with the JAUNT route. We would then

schedule that rider on our route (at

least a day in advance). The
passenger would pay JAUNT's fare to

Charlottesvile, and would l^e dropped

residents to and from the local

Greyhound bus terminals.

off, along with his luggage, inside th(

bus unloading area of the Greyhounc
terminal. The p issenger would b<

given a voucher slip to hand to the

ticket agent when purchasing h\i

ticket. That voucher would authoriz<

reimbursement to JAUNT fo

scheduling the connector service.

In years past there were buses run

ning from many rural communities
The large inter-city bus companie!

have discontinued virtually all o
those local buses because they wen
losing money. It is our hope that th(

Rural Connector Program will re

establish some of the lost local bu:

service and restore the simplicity o

long distance travel for our rurs

residents.
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Advance Mills

Alberene

Batesville

Blenheim

Boonesville

Boyds Tavern

Brownville

Bungletown

Cash Comer
Cismont

Coloham

Colleen

Covesville

Esmont

Earlysville

Foilc Union

Free Union

Greenwood

Hollymead

Howardsville

Ivy

Jarmans Gap
Keswick

Keene

Lovingston

Massies Mill

Mountfair

Newtown
Nortonsville

Nortonsville

Old Dominion

Old Dominion

Palmyra

Proffit

Red Hill

Rivanna

Schuyler

Scottsville

Shadwell

Shipman

Slate Mill

Southwood

Standardsvile

Stoney Point

White Hall

Woodbridge

Yancy Mills

Ridership is very low with an average of three passengers per month both inbound and outbound

(Table C-3). The total revenue generated in 21 months of operation is $44. JAUNT, however, is a viable

public transit system that has the capability of operating a successful RCP. The first part of this report

will review JAUNT's goals for the program. This wiU enable us to measure the success of the program

at ^ current time.

Goals of the Program

There were no formal goals set up for the program, however, the goals outlined by Ms. Wilson

are, in fact, recognized by staff as the system goals.

• Increase in Ridership . There was an expectation that ridership would increase in the RCP.

However, the level of increase was never articulated.

• Cooperation and Working Relationshio with Intercity Carrier. AH participants recognize the

need to worit together in order to maintain a rural public transportation network through the

coordinated efforts of Greyhound and JAUNT.

t Improving Mobility for Transit Dependent Ms. Wilson feels that this service has the

potential to increase options for travel in the JAUNT service area
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Table C-3

RURAL CONNECTION PROGRAM: RIDERSHIP AND REVENUE

PaMccgen Packages

Outbound- Inbound- Revenue Revenue

All passengers All passengers Collected from Collected from

Laken lo licked im fmm^ftVikV^J ^ Wilt Rural Connection

Greyhound Greyhound

December 1987

January 1988

February 1988

March 1988
3 NA 4.00

April 1988
2 NA 2. 50

May 1988

June 1988
2 NA 3.00

July 1988 — — —
August 1988

September 1988

October 1988
3 4 3.00

November 1988 — — —
December 1988

4 1 4 . 50

January 1989
3 2 3.50

February 1989 — — —
March 1989

3 3 4 . 00
April 1989

3 3 6.00
May 1989

June 1989 1 2 1 . 50

July 1989
1 2 1 . 00

August 1989
3 5 3. 00

September 1989
4 6 4 . 50

October 1989
1 2 1 .no

November 1989
2 3 2. 50
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Identification of Issues

This section will review the issues/problems facing JAUNT in operating a successful RCP. The

issues were broken down into five functional areas. They include, 1) operational issues affecting JAUNT

and the terminal agent, 2) administration/linkages between JAUNT and the key participants, 3) marketing,

4) financial, and 5) regulatory.

Operations

Both Linda Wilson and the terminal agent, Mr. David Allen, feel that the greatest problem facing

the program is the limited hours of service offered by JAUNT (6:30 a.m. - 6:30 p.m. M-F). Mr. Allen

pointed out that his peak times are Thursday and Friday evenings and Sunday, all at times that JAUNT

does not operate. Another problem cited was the difficulty experienced by passengers in arranging a rural

trip outbound fix)m the terminal. Access to JAUNT from an out of area point requires the ticket agent

to inform the passengers that they must make separate arrangements for that portion of the trip. The

passenger is then required to make a long distance call to access the system. JAUNT receives no

reimbursement from Greyhound for these trips.

The terminal agent stated that he wanted to see the program succeed, but that he did not have time

to spend on it He also stated that he was initiating door to door package delivery, which would preclude

JAUNT ftx)m initiating that service.

Administration/Linkages

This section will review JAUNT's administration of the program and its linkages on the local,

state, national, and corporate levels. These linkages, or lines of communication, are essential to the

efficient/effective management of the program. JAUNT staff indicated that little time is currently spent

on the program. What time is spent is in the marketing area, although little has been done recently.

At the local level, there is communication with the terminal agent However, Ms. Wilson feels

communication could be better in terms of notification of schedule changes. However, Mr. Allen stated

that there are times when he did not know about a schedule change until after it took effect. In faa, he

stated that he was not aware of the current fare promotion imtil one week after it was initiated.

Ms. Wilson felt that communication could be better at the regional and corporate level. For

example, in September 1989, Ms. Wilson had a meeting with regional Greyhound sales staff, where a

number of issues and problems were discussed and agreements reached. Three months later this
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Greyhound staff was no longer in the positions they occupied in September. Ms. Wilson also stated that

she has received no response from the corporate level regarding marketing issues. She feels she has

received conflicting information from corporate staff and no contact whatsoever since October 1989.

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) has had little inN-olvement in the program.

Ms. Kaihy Anderson at VDOT stated that there is $5,000 available to JAUNT for marketing, if JAUNT

will conduct a marketing survey and develop a marketing plan for the RCP. According to Ms. Anderson,

there were initially two systems involved in the TCP. One dropped out because ihey could not make their

system compatable to Greyhounds service. She feels that this may be the case uith JAUNT as well citing

the inccMnpatibUity of their hours of service.

Marketing

Both Ms. Wilson and Mr. Allen felt that the marketing effort is curreniiy ineffective. Ms. Wilson

and her staff stated that too much of the burden in the marketing area is placed on JAUNT. She feels that

the marketing materials supplied by Greyhound are of poor quality and that Greyhound refused to permit

her to develop her own marketing tools.' Consequently, the consultant saw no evidence of any marketing

of the program at the Greyhound Terminal or on the vans, even though a new fare promotion designed

for the RCP was in place. Ms. Wilson said that JAUNT received the promotional material late and has

not had time to put it in place. As of February, JAUNT has placed news releases in three rural

newspapers.

Ms. Wilson felt that Greyhound should develop quality marketing material or funding to allow

the rural operator to design their own materials. She also felt that the RCP must be marketed on a

national level as well as a local level.

As stated earlier, VDOT has $5,000 available to market the program. In order to receive these

funds, JAUNT must conduct a marketing study and develop a marketing plaiL Ms. Anderson felt that

JAUNT could conduct a study with the assistance of a University of Virginia class project Ms. Wilson

felt ttiat it would cost her too much in staff time and funds to be able to accept the $5,000.

Financial

There has been minimal financial impact on JAUNT. Little time arvd funds have been put into

the program and little revenue has been received. Part of JAUNT' s reluctance to market the program is

financial in that they feel that it is not worth the effort Greyhound does not provide any ongoing

fmarKial support to the program.

^During the second year, feeder systems were authorized to design their own marketing materials.
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Reguiatorv

Ms. Wilson indicated that there are no regulatory problems at this time. She has no state

regulatory permit, citing that JAUNT is exempt from regulatioa

Key Fin<lin2S

JAUNT'S goal of better relationships with the intercity carriers appears to have been met. The

major goals of increasing ridership and mobility, however, have apparently not been met (although no

specific performance levels were identified). Ridership is currently at approximately three one-way trips

per month. This section wiU review the barriers to meeting the goals of the program.

Operations

The greatest operational barrier to the program is the incompatibility of the two system service

hours. JAUNT does not operate during Greyhounds peak hours, depriving itself of a significant portion

of the potential RCP ridership. According to Ms. Wilson, additional funds would be required to extend

service hours.

The other major barrier is the difficulty encountered by potential passengers in scheduling a rural

trip outbound from the terminal. It is possible that, because there is no national marketing effort, many

passengers desiring to come into JAUNT's service area may not be aware of the RCP.

Administration/Linkages

The most significant problem in this area is the lack of good cooperation and communication at

the Greyhound regional and corporate level. There has been little assistance of any sort ft^om Greyhound,

in regard to this program. As a result of this, JAUNT and the local terminal agents are reluctant to

commit resources to the program.

Marketing

In January marketing was non existent. JAUNT, as of January 18, 1990, had not implemented

any marketing for tlte fare promotion initiated January 8, 1990. JAUNT feels that the quality of the

Greyhound marketing materials are poor, and takes too much time and money to put together and
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distribute. Greyhound has not implemented an effective mariceting campaign. This ineffective marketing

effort is one of the primary reasons the program has failed to generate ridership.

Financial

There are no significant financial burdens placed on JAUNT. However, in order for the service

to generate more riders it would need funding for marketing and the expansion of service hours.

Regulators

There are no significant barriers in this area.

OVERVIEW OF THE MICfflGAN DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

While the purpose of this study is not an evaluation of the Michigan demonstration program, it

must address the issues that are being tested by that program. The Michigan program is a two-year

project, administered by the Intercity Division of the Bureau of Urban and Public Transportation

(UPTRAN), utilizing state and UMTA funding. It was designed to test the idea that linking rural or

county-wide transit systems to the remaining intercity bus routes could provide mobility for intercity trips

without subsidizing replacement intercity service. The program includes $700,020 for operating assistance

and mariceting. The operating assistance is for the rural operators to allow them to provide service during

weekday evenings, on Saturdays and Sundays. The rationale is that the weekly peak ridership periods for

irttercity buses occur on Friday afternoons and evenings, and on Sundays, as people make weekend trips.

In some cases communications systems were also enhanced, staff hours increased, and vehicles added to

allow the additional service. Each system receives $1,000 per month for marketing to allow them to

develq) and distribute marketing to inform and attract the public to the Rural Connection. Marketing can

include radio and cable television spots, print ads in newspapers and shoppers guides, brochures, posters,

business cards, and billboards. Michigan chose seven systems for the demonstration based on various

assessments of the type of market represented, the size of the system, the structure of the transit services

in the area, etc. Systems in five counties have begun participating in the demonstration already, and an

additional two systems (in Ionia and Marquette) are due to start in the spring of 1990. The long term

goals of ttie program include the development of a statewide toll-free telephone information number to

provide users with information on the intercity and local systems and intercity services. After the

demonstration it is estimated that seven new counties would be added each year until the intercity bus
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network in the stale is fuUy coordinated with local providers. After the demonstration, the state funding

would be provided for marketing only, and only if the local system maintained the expanded service hours.

The Michigan demonstration is continuing, and a complete evaluation must await the end of the

two-year period. However, the Intercity Division did provide data on ridership and grant status through

March 1, 1990, for the five counties (six systems) already operating. Table C-4 presents ridership by

system by month for calendar 1989. A lack of entries indicates that the system had not yet started

operati(Xis. Table C-5 presents ridership by time and day of service as a means of determining the impact

of expanded service hours and days. For those systems supplying data by time of day, it appears that

aj^5roximately two-thirds of the ridership takes place during normal weekday service hours, with an

additional 14.3 percent after hours on weekdays, ten percent on Saturdays, and seven percent on Sundays.

A majority of the trips are outbound, with 59 percent originating on the Rural Connectors, and 41 percent

having the Rural Connection as the means to their destination. Finally, Table C-6 presents the grant status

for the six systems as of March 1, 1990. Of particular concern at this time is the high cost per passenger,

if the marketing and operating costs are divided evenly over the number of passengers carried on each

system. For the two most heavily used systems, JTA and ICTC, the cost per Rural Connection passenger

is almost the same at $48 and $49, respectively. It should be noted that ridership is still developing, and

that public awareness of the option is still building. Over time, with more riders and lower marketing

costs, tiiese figures should improve.

The Michigan DOT has done a preliminary user survey^ of riders at JTA and ICTC, and the

results of that survey indicate:

• Over half the riders surveyed were using the Rural Connection to reach intercity buses for

the first time. Twenty-six percent were riding the system for the first time for any reason.

• Previous intercity bus riders are using the Rural Connection to reach bus services. Eighty-

one percent of those surveyed had u^ an intercity bus to make at least one trip in the past

year.

• Previous Rural Cormection riders had, on average, made two more intercity trips than all

riders.

• The largest percentage of riders learned of the Rural Connection by word of mouth from

friends or relatives, followed by information from the agent.

• Fifteen percent of the riders would not have made the intercity trips if not for the availability

of the rural connection service.

^Michigan Department of Transportation, Bureau of Urban and Pubhc Transportation, Michigan's

Rural Connector Program , presentation to the Conmiittee on Intercity Bus Transportation of the

Transportation Research Board, January 9, 1990.
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• Twenty-seven percent of the first time riders had not used it before because they were not

aware it was available.

• Transportation provided by friends and relatives was the largest reason given for not using

the Rural Connection, at 53 percent.

In order to learn more about the results of this demonstration, two site visits were made in

Michigan. One was with JTA, the connector with the highest cumulative ridership in the country, and the

other widi Berrien Bus, to see a rural operator with low ridership despite the assistance provided by

MDOT. Case studies on these two systems follow in the next two sections.

Jackson Transit Authority (JTA)

On March 14, 1990 a site visit was made to Jackson, Michigan, to meet with staff at the JTA.

The purpose was to review JTA participation in the RCP. This program is especially significant because

JTA has carried more riders under this program than any other system, ranking first or second in the

nation every month. In this case, the attributes of a successful program are documented. The field visit

included interviews and meetings with:

• JTA's Executive Director, Marketing Manager, and Financial Manager, and

• Michigan Department of Transportation Intercity Division

Unfortunately, we were unable to talk with the local Greyhound agent in Jackson.

System Description

JTA is a transportation authority organized imder Michigan Public Act 196, which allows for

flexibility in funding transportation through contractual and other financial arrangements. It is both a

Section 9 and 18 recipient, which is combined with aid from the state, and support from a local millage

to operate the system. In addition, it has used its contracting flexibility to provide fixed route service to

two surrounding townships imder a purchase of service contract, and has generated several contracts with

state and human service agencies to provide client transportation. Contract service revenue now exceeds

$500,000 per year. The system operates eight fixed routes on half hour headways to coimect trip

generators in the urbanized area. In addition, five demand-responsive vehicles provide such service both

inside the urbanized area, and in the County outside the urban area. Another van is provided for out-of-

county medical service. Contracted human service transportation utilizes an additional 14 vehicles. The
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system operates local charters under an UMTA-approved agreement with the local private charter bus

operator, and it operates a major transit center in downtown Jackson. The total peak vehicle requirement

is 30 vehicles, with five spares. The system operates 19 GMC RTS coaches, and 16 small bus vehicles,

along with a number of auxiliary, staff, and service vehicles.

Intercity Services

Jackscm is served by Greyhovmd services traveling east-west on Interstate 94 between Detroit and

Chicago, with six services stopping in Jackson each way. Two daily round-trips of the Detroit-Traverse

City schedules also stop in Jackson. Their route then goes north through Lansing. Intercity bus service

routings are shown in Figure C-3. The combination of these two routings results in eight daily schedules

inbound from Detroit, along with eight outbound to Detroit There are no other Greyhound stops in

Jackson County. The Greyhound agency is located in its own building near the interstate, some distance

north of tiie downtown. It is served by JTA's Lansing Avenue fixed route urban bus route, which

connects at the transfer center with the other urban routes.

JTA Rural Connector Services

JTA is a participant in the Michigan Rural Connector demonstration program, and so has extended

operating hours to serve persons departing or arriving on intercity buses after normal service hours. It

functions as a connector, working closely with the local agent, who is independent of both Greyhound and

JTA. Its services are listed in Russell's Guide in Timetable 1510, with the points served Gisted in Table

C-7) all shown as being On-Call service. Trips must be scheduled 24 hours in advance. Service hours

extend to 10:00 pjn. on weekdays, and from 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. on Saturday, and from 7:00 a.m.

to 3:00 p.m. Evening and extended weekend hours are provided by putting staff on standby at home, able

to be reached by a beeper or a call to come pick up a trip. The state pays $2.50 per hour to keep drivers

on standby, and a 1.5 hour minimum at the overtime rate per service hour for trips provided during

evening and weekend hours. VirtuaUy aU of the Rural Connector ridership is provided on a demand-

responsive basis, though fixed route services also go past the Greyhound agency. None of the fixed route

riders who use the bus to reach Greyhound are counted as Rural Connection passengers.
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Greyhound Intercity Bus Routes - Schedule Number 250

Points Served By Jackson Transportation Authority

Figure C-3: INTERCITY BUS ROUTES THROUGH JACKSON COUNTY
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Table C-7

POINTS SERVED BY JACKSON TRANSIT AUTHORITY RURAL CONNECTION SERVICES

(Russell's Guide Timetable 1510)

Jackson

Springport

Panna

Concord

Pulaski

Tompkins

Sand Stone

Spring Arbor

Hanover

Horton

Rives (Rives Jet.)

Blackman

Summit (Vandercook Lake)

Liberty

Henrietta (Pleasant Lake)

Leoni (Michigan Center)

Nepoleon

Columbia (Qark Lake & Brooklyn)

Waterloo (Munith)

Grass Lake

Norvell

South Michigan State Prison

Spring Arbor College

Jackson Community College

Additional service is available on request to all points in Jackson County.
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System Goals

The system goal for the Rural Connector is simply to enhance mobility of people in the

community served by the system. No quantitative goals for ridership or revenues were set at the inception

of the program, though management states that they expected it to do better than it has (even though this

is the highest ridership system in the country). This goal fits with the system goal of providing a total

transportation system for the residents of Jackson County.

Ridership

As indicated earlier, cumulative ridership on the JTA Rural Connector is the highest of any

connector. Table 3-11 presents a monthly summary of the ridership from September 1988, when the

system began operating as a Conriector. In some months Isabella County Transportaton Commission

(ICTC) has had higher ridership, but cumulative totals place Jackson well ahead. Yet it should be noted

that this ridership is but a tiny percentage of the system's total annual ridership. From October 1988

through October 1989, outbound Rural Connector ridership amounted to 250, and inbound came to 499.

Total annual system ridership for the last fiscal year came to 772,983. Management stated that 50

percent of the ridership consisted of trips between the Greyhound Terminal and the state prison outside

Jackson. Family and friends of prisoners can take Greyhound to Jackson, and use the Rural Connector

to reach the prison. Also, there is no hard data, but staff feels that perhaps half of the Rural Connection

ridership consists of trips made by persons the system already serves for other trip purposes.

Identification of Attributes L€adin£ to Success

Marketing. One of the most noticeable aspects of the JTA implementation of the Rural

Connector is the faa that it is marketed. JTA recognized that success or failure of the concept hinged on

local efforts to market the connection, and it took full responsibility for marketing the service (although

they have used some Greyhound materials). The system, unlike most rural systems, was already large

enough that a staff position for marketing was already in place. Mariceting the Rural Connector became

another part of that activity, and indeed the Rural Connection has been included in aU the system

marketing elements, including:
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• Business cards describing the Rural Connector service are inserted in every intercity bus

ticket envelope by the local Greyhound agent An example is reproduced in Exhibit 7. This

uses locally developed artwork. It is low in cost, and effective in making sure that every

boarding passenger becomes aware of the JTA service.

• Paper placemats with advertising that are used in local diners and restaurants include a JTA
advertisement specifically menticwiing the Rural Connector, as can be seen in Exhibit 8.

• The system timetable/guide, which describes all system services, includes a description of

both the Rural Connector and the fact that fixed route services can be used to reach the

Greyhound Terminal and the Amtrak Terminal. Exhibit 9 presents the Rural Connector

infonnation.

• Newspj^r advertising is widespread, constant, but small in scale. Qassified ads describing

the Rural Connector ^pear year round in all the County's newspapers, especially the

shoppers and weeklies that are targeted on particular communities. The cost is low, and the

returns are low.

t Posters are up at the Greyhound Tenninal, and the agent has handed them out at other

locations. A flyer has also been printed, using the Greyhound design (Exhibit 10).

t Flyers have been printed, and are distributed by authorities at the state prison, so that out

of town visitors are aware that the Rural Connector can be used to get fi^om Greyhound to

the prison and back again. Prison officials are very supportive.

• The most unique and visible publicity is the paint scheme applied to two of the system's

smaU buses. As can be seen in Exhibit 11, this bold, large graphic is a large moving

billboard. The system sells all-over advertising paint schemes on its buses, with 12 of them

currently painted. If this space had been sold to a commercial account, its value would be

approximately $14,000 per year, but the RCP has had to pay only the direct costs of the

paint

• Television is used to advertise the system, including the Rural Connector. By purchasing

a few spots, JTA has found thai some stations will also air some ads as public service

announcements at no cost. Also, late night ads on cable channels are inexpensive, and seem

to reach customers.

While this marketing effort may seem like a lot, most of it is small in scale, low-cost, and uses

resources available in many places. Qearly the availability of Michigan DOT funds for marketing is an

advantage, but it should be noted that as of March 1, 1990, the system had used only $14,565 of the

$24,000 authorized. However, with 858 persons carried as of that date, this represents a marketing

expenditure of almost $17.00 per trip. Given toe low revenue fmm these trips, this may indicate that the

marketing necessary to reach riders with this new concept is too great for the number of people likely to

use the service. Average intercity bus ticket prices vary, but a reasonable estimate used in the industry

is $30 to $35, so an incremental passenger attracted by marketing the Rural Connector may not contribute

much revenue after the costs are paid. This is especially true if the cost of additional operating hours arc

C-35



EXHIBIT 7: EXAMPLE OF BUSINESS CARD ADVERTISEMENT DISTRIBUTED
BY GREYHOUND AGENCY IN EACH TICKET ENVELOP

To call for a ride to or from the Greyhound
terminal to any point in Jackson County . . .

Call 787-8363
Monday-Friday 6:15 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Saturday 10:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.
Sunday 7:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.

Whenever possible, call for

reservations 24 hours in advance

^ame day reservations will be

handled as a first call, first

serve basis.
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EXHIBIT 8: EXAMPLE OF RURAL CONNECTION REFERENCE IN PLACE MAT ADVERTISING

( illy Owned and Operated
David D. Emmons

1 2. President

\ RCIAL • RESIDENTIAL
k jential Curbskl« R«fus«

Collection Service

( ilainsrt • Conipaclors
r n Your N««ds' Available

787-8710
j ' or Citizen Discount

Fully Insured

Coldwoter Estates
MANUFACTURED HOME SALES

HOME OWNERSHIP MADE AFFORDABLE

• Free Delivery Within 100 Mile Radius

• Homes on Basements or Foundations

• 15-30 Year Financing

787-3303

.ERS e SHOCKS
EL DRTVT AXLES

Trucks • 4x4's • Rv's

I

Certified Mechanics

I

Service

j

nspections

! IT BETTER!"
! WU<h»oo<l Ml

MICROWAVE
SERVICE

ALL
MAKES

CALL FOR Our low HATES
ON CARRY iN SERVICE

lACKSON APPUANCE

782-1872
5^-0 E WlCH.GAN

JACKSON CAFE
782-4920 • 1429 COOPER • jackson

Designed by Platemate, Inc. 11-89

VERTICAL BUNDS MANUFACTURER'S
BLIND BROTHERS

ULTRASONIC BLIND CLEANING
¥ GIFT CERTIFICATES AVAILABLE ¥

50% OFF ON KIRSCH BLINDS • FREE INSTALLATION • FREE ESTIMATES
1-800-666-1939

OPEN 7 DAYS A WEEK WE COME TO YOUR HOME
(517) 694-1919

2026 S. CEDAR • HOLT. Ml

I

783-5094

30 Tomltnson SJ

Jackson Public Schools

ADULT & COMMUNITY
U C A T I O N

Adult High School Completion and Enrichment

Adult Basic Education • GEO • Child Care
Senior Citizen • Employabiltty Skills Trainir>g

Jackson, Ml 49203

'mo

r
Maaoo

9
r

783-2838

A Quality Job At A Reasonable Price

0>'er 5 Million Cars Painted

Aulo Painting SptcialLsts • Expert Body Work •

Fret Estimates • Chen Baked Finish • Factory

Color or 9000 Chokes • Insurance Work Spe<:ialL<ils

We Feature Collision Repair On The Chief
E-Z Liner System At/14CO offers

Complete Collision Ser\'ices Including Frame
Straightening <Sl Structural Realignment

Serving Jackson Count) Since 1977

Q*Ticr David Brown
Shop Hours: Mon-Fn 8-5:30, Sat. 8-Noon

Micor Indistrial Park
2330 East Ht)th Street • Jackson
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EXHIBIT 9: PAGE FROM JTA SYSTEM TIMETABLE
WITH RURAL CONNECTION INFORMATION

rhe Greyhound Rural
Connection
rhe Greyhound Rural Connection is a cooperative effort between

3reyhound and J.T.A. to provide better and more far reaching

ransportation services in your community.

Simply call your local Greyhound ticket agent at 789-6148 and

decide on the day and time of service to the destination of your

:hoice. Next, call J.T.A. and reserve your ride to the Greyhound

terminal.

jreyhound will help you schedule your entire trip, so any connec-

;ions or transfers you make in other cities will be simple and

worry free. Then simply call J.T.A. 24 hours in advance and

J.T.A. will get you and your luggage to the Greyhound terminal

:onvenientlv and reliably.

If you're traveling round trip and want a ride home from the

terminal, just call J.T.A. at least 24 hours before you return.

JTA Services

Keep in Touch with JTA
In order tor the J T A^ to better serve the commuRity. At ai

constantly upgrading and improving our services. The pi,: ;

always invited to call J.T.A at 787-8363 to inquire about 5 i

J.T A.'s services or changes on any of our routes.

J T A. IS here to serve the public, and no question is too : (

too small for us to handle. J.T.A. welcomes all questions ar

suggestions.

Catching Your Bus
In order for J.T.A. buses to avoid delays, J.T.A. asks y: t

arrive at the bus pick-up points approximately 5 minutes w-efor

boarding time.

If you decide to hail a bus at an intersection instead of waiting dt

designated point, be sure to signal before it arrives at your pom
In the winter months, when the mornings are darker, it is w t

use a flashlight.

Transfers

A transfer is needed anytime you must change buses to coroie;

a one way trip. Obtain your transfer from the driver when b rr

ing the bus. This transfer is good only for the time appear - . a

the transfer. If your bus is late, have your transfer validatea
"

the transfer center attendant. Transfers are valid at desiQ ta

transfer points (transfer center, Paka Plaza) or other points e at

lished by the Authority.

Train and Inner-City Bu:

Service

J.T.A. bus routes are coordinated with Amtrak and Inner-City ju

schedules. Service is provided to the train and bus stations ever

thirty minutes. The Amtrak station is served by the East Mic! j3

route. The Lansing .Avenue route serves the Jackson Bus Stc" Dr

Consider Our Alternative s

'Special Services for Seniors/Handicappers

'Local Charter Service

'Demand Response

'City Bus Service

'Ride Sharing
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EXHIBIT 10: JTA USE OF GREYHOUND FLYER ON RURAL CONNECTION
INSIDE TEXT IS AS PROVIDED BY GREYHOUND

Here, There
And Everywhere.

Catch a Ride With
The (iret hound Rural Connection.

For Gre> hound schedules, rates

jnd int'ormaiion. please call

1-800-541-9874

Then Lall:

Cu> oi .l.ick>on Transportation Authonty

lor \our pick-up and return.

787-8363

\1ondav thru Fndav 6:15 a.nn. - 5:00 p.m.

Saturdav 10:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.

Sundav " 00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.

'! a 'ese^vatio" -nusr be called ir\ on a holiday

Of a"v;ime pr.of oi anef the -iouf$ isteo aoo^e.

Dial "89-1981
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EXHIBIT 11: JTA VEHICLE PAINTED TO PROMOTE RURAL CONNECTION
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added. In JTA's case, the combined state costs per incremental Rural Connector passenger are $47.86,

well above the likely total revenue from their tickets.

Relationship with Greyhound and the Local Agent . Another significant factor is the

relationship between JTA and the local agent. The system and the agent have contact by phone or in

person at least once a week, often two or more times. The agent has been quite supportive of the Rural

Connector, placing advertising cards in every ticket envelope, distributing posters, etc. He has even told

passengers to use the Rural Connector to obtain the two-for-one round trip fares available under the Rural

Connector fare promotion, even though it reduced his commission. At the same time, the marketing done

by JTA for the Rural Connector also promotes Greyhound service, hopefully expanding the total market

for intercity bus in Jackson County.

Greyhound relations have also been excellent. The system has used a number of the Greyhound

maiketing materials adding their own logo, and has had contact with Greyhound Lines pertiaps once a

week on average. The fact that JTA recognizes that it is responsible for promoting the service, placing

the ads, etc. has probably helped in this regard, as they are not calling on Greyhound to ask for marketing

money or for someone to come and print the posters and put them up. The availability of state funding

for marketing is also a significant benefit in this regard. Overall, JTA feels that Greyhoimd's training,

reporting, and support has been excellent.

Expanded Service Hours . Based on the survey results from all the rural connectors, one would

think ttiat expanded service hours are required to achieve any significant ridership. However, the

Michigan demonstration allows a test of that hypothesis because data has been collected on ridership by

time period. For JTA, 37.7 percent of the total cumulative ridership was carried on evenings or weekends:

15.9 percent after hours Monday through Friday, 12.7 percent on Saturdays, and 9.2 percent on Sundays.

Applying the expenditure on expanded service hours to ridership during this period, $78.85 per passenger

was spent to collect the additional passengers who rode in this period. Given the high percentage of

intercity passenger boardings during these periods it is surprising that only 37.7 percent of Rural

Connector ridership occurred at these times. It may be that the availability of evening and weekend

service is important to overall rural connector ridership because it provides users with the security of

knowing that they can reach their destination even if the intercity bus arrives late, or if they catch a later

bus, even diough relatively few actually use the evening or weekend service. The analogous situation

exists in the urban transit field with "guaranteed ride home" programs, which seek to allow a commuter

to rideshare or take peak-period transit, knowing that if they had to reach home during the day they could

take a certain limited number of free taxi rides. Few commuters actually use the taxi trips, but by

C^l



providing it as part of a commuter package many more persons feel comfortable in choosing transit. In

that sense, the costs of providing such service probably should be distributed over all riders, rather than

allocated to the few using the services.

Special Market Attributes . Another significant factor present in Jackson is that compared to

many rural systems, JTA is basically an urban transit system in small to medium-sized city. JTA differs

significantly in scale from the typical Rural Connector in virtually every measure, firom the number of

vehicles to the budget, to the population and density of the service area. The City of Jackson had a 1984

provisional population estimated at 37,698, with a density of 3,491 persons per square mile. The county

outside the City had a population of 107,616, with a density of 155 persons per square mile. In a very

simple sense, the Rural Connector ridership in Jackson may be high because it is basically an urban area,

with urban densities in the central city. One may view the Rural Connector service in this context as a

replacement for taxi service which is available in urban areas of this size.

In addition, the presence of the state prison creates a natural maricet for transporting people from

the intercity bus station to the prison and back. This allows trips to carry more than one person at a time,

and creates the opportunity for making tlte connector service more feasible. Repeat business also occurs,

as the visits are more frequent than typical intercity trips. JTA's estimate is that half their Rural

Connector ridership is related to the prison. It is likely that similar opportunities exist in other areas with

colleges, hospitals, military bases, etc., although if the market is sufficient, intercity bus service may be

provided directly to the site.

Issues and Concerns

The major concerns for the program result from the low ridership, which makes the Rural

Connection a low priority overall, and one that is likely to suffer if federal, state or local funding is cut.

Even aside from the subsidies supplied by the state specifically to market this program and expand service

hours, the Rural Connection requires additional local subsidies because it is provided as a demand-

responsive service, often on an exclusive-ride basis. Such trips are the most expensive that urban transit

systems can provide, and the limited revenue from fares and Greyhoimd simply do not come close to

meeting the true costs. Thus a transit system must subsidize the rest of the trip with other funding

sources, and if these are cut the Rural Connection services may well be cut. It is likely that JTA would

continue the service after the state demonstration program ends, but it wiU not operate the extended service

hours or be able to do as much marketing. It may even ask Greyhound to help fund some direct

advertising expenses.
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JTA's view of the program as a whole is that the onus of its success or failure is on the local

operator. Greyhound or the state cannot push local operators to do things they are unwilling or unable

to do - sometimes even if funding is provided.

The state program is also a concern to JTA, both because ii is a demonstration that will end, and

because some of its requirements and products have not met local needs. The state requirement that one-

twelfth of the marketing budget be spent every month has proved to be a problem, both because higher

efitoits are needed with some promotions, and because billing for ad placement, etc. does not always take

place on such an even cycle. Some of the state advertising materials have not been used by JTA, who

would ratiier see state funds used to create good, short, generic radio ads that could be used with a local

tag at the end of the tape.

Finally, JTA is concerned that Greyhound may not be recognizing the contribution that its agents

can make to this program - JTA initiated action to have Greyhound recognize the local agent for his

work, and it is likely that some fonn of recognition could be used to motivate agent participation

elsewhere.

As for the future directions of the program locally, JTA would like to have the Greyhound agency

located in their downtown transfer facility, and is interested in pickup and dropoff of bus package express.

These changes would definitely add to JTA's role as Uie transportation resource in the Jackson Coimty

community.

Berrien Bus Rural Connector (BBRC)

Berrien Bus represents a contrast with JTA in a number of ways, and the differences also shed

some light on the RCP. Berrien Bus is also involved in the Michigan Rural Cormector Demonstration

Project, and has access to the funding for marketing and expanded service hours. Berrien Bus was chosen

to participate because it is a small rural system, which is one of two systems that serve different areas in

the County. Berrien Bus serves the County areas outside Benton Harbor and St Joseph, which is served

by Twin Cities Area Transportation Authority (TCATA). TCATA is also a participant in the RCP, though

Berrien Bus performs the marketing for both systems. On this site visit the general manager of Berrien

Bus was interviewed, along with the Greyhound/Indian Trails/Indiana Highways agent in Benton Harbor.

System Description

Berrien Bus is truly a rural system, as it is restricted on pickups in Benton Harbor and St. Joseph

(though it can drop-off in those areas). It operates nine vehicles, plus a dial-a-ride service in Benien
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Springs is also operated by the same firm. The system is managed and operated by a private for-profit

firm, TMI, under contraa to the County, which receives state and Federal funding to subsidize operations.

The County gets the fare revenue, billing for the net deficit. There is no local millage to support the

system. An entrepreneurial management approach is apparent, as the operator also does local contract

work during off-peak periods, operating shuttles for local events or firms, etc. Approximately 15 percent

of the ridership is general public, with the bulk of the remainder carried under a contract to provide

transportation to seniors. General public fare is $1.00. The general service pattern is demand-responsive.

The County area is quite rural, and Benton Harbor is a smaU city, so conditions here are more

typical of rural areas generally. The 1984 Census provisional population estimates show Benton Harbor

with a population of 14,246, and the County with 148,783 persons outside the central city. The City's

population density is 3,097 persons per square mile, and the County outside has only 260 persons per

square mile.

Intercity Operations

Berrien Bus and TCATA are fortunate in that Benton Harbor receives a lot of intercity bus service.

It is a junction point for Greyhoimd services from Grand Rapids to Chicago, Indian Trails services from

Bay Qty and Flint to Chicago, and the Greyhound Detroit-Chicago services. Indiana Highways also

provides service to South Bend. A total of ten schedules a day arrive in Benton Harbor from Chicago,

with eight outbound to Chicago. Figure C-4 Ulustrates the intercity routes in the area. Some schedules

also stop in StevensviUe and New Buffalo, which are in the County between Benton Harbor and Chicago.

Rural Connector Services

Like other rural c<»inectors in the Michigan demonstration, Berrien Bus offers extended service

hours in order to connea with evening and weekend intercity schedules. Service is provided on an on-call

basis, and the system is paid $3.50 per hour to be on standby for trips on weekday evenings from 5:00

p.m. to 9:30 p.m. or on weekends. Points served are listed in Table C-8. Some late night and weekend

intercity bus arrivals are stiU not met A beeper is used to notify a driver, who then takes the trip. The

state reimburses the system $21.00 per service hour for trips provided outside normal service hours, which

is the same as the system operating cost per hour.
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/
To Grand Rapids

Twin Cities Area

Transportation Authority

Service Area

To Kalamazoo

J

To South Bend

To Chicago

Greyhound and Indian Trails Bus Routes, Schedule Numbers - 244, 250, 1482

Indiana Highways Bus Routes, Schedule Number - 1315

Figure C-4: INTERCITY BUS ROUTES THROUGH BERRIEN COUNTY
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Table C-8

POINTS SERVED BY BERRIEN BUS RURAL CONNECTION SERVICES

(RusseU's Guide Table 1513)

Benton Harbor Baroda

Coloma Galien

Watervliet Three Oaks

Berrien Springs Niles

Sievensvil'e Buchanan

Bridgman New Buffalo

Additional service is available to all points in Berrien County on request.
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System Goals

Berrien Bus did not have a specific goal for their participation in the Rural Connection, Uiough

they were interested in additional ridership and revenue. They are also interested in carrying bus package

express, and have asked Greyhound for a copy of the contract to see if they can meet the insurance

requirements.

Ridership

BBRL ridership has totaled approximately 133 persons to date, ^lit almost evenly between

inbound and outbound passengers. Ridership began in February, 1989, and has varied between 2 and 29

passengers per month, with an average of just over 11. Nearly a third of the passengers, 32.33 percent,

have been carried during the extended service hours. Most have been carried on weekday evenings

(22.5%), a few on Saturday (7.5%), and hardly any on Sunday (2.25%). In addition, it should be noted

that Berrien Bus canned pick up in Benton Harbor/St. Joe, or in Niles. TCATA ridership has been

somewhat higher, as would be expected given that it serves the primary urban area of the county. Since

its start as a Rural Connector in February of 1989 it has carried 320 passengers, all but four during regular

service hours on weekdays. Inbound passengers are the majority at TCATA, with 175 inbound and 145

outbound during this period.

Primary markets for the BBRC have included transportation of military recruits from the Niles

recruiting office to the Greyhound station for transportation to Lansing for their physicals, although this

has diminished with the relocation of the recruitment center to a location closer to the station. In addition,

some ridership occurs around holidays transporting students from Andrew College at Berrien Springs to

the bus station in Briton Harbor. AlUiough this level of ridership is equal to many larger systems

elsewhere, the Berrien Bus management appeared to be disappointed with the ridership and revenues.

Factors Affecting Ridership Levels

Marketing . As of March 1, Berrien Bus had spent $6,200 out of the $24,000 authorized by

MDOT for marketing both its system and TCATA. Marketing efforts have included newspaper ads, flyers,

and some radio/TV. Despite the dis^pointment in low ridership, to some extent it appears that the

maiiteting efforts are restrained by limited capacity, most of which is obligated under contraa to carry

senior citizens for the County. It is not clear what impact marketing does or does not have on Rural

Cormector ridership in this case ~ the available ftmding from MDOT was seen to be too litUe (especially
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as it must be shared with TCATA) given high costs for large newspaper ads. Also, more marketing

assistance from Greyhound and MDOT was desired by Berrien Bus.

Expanded Service Hours. Berrien Bus did not see the expanded service hours funded by MDOT

as playing a critical role in ridership, as indicated above about a third of ridership occured during these

hours. Perhaps more relevant than the numbers are the impacts on revenue of the MDOT funds for

standby and afterhours transportation. With the MDOT funds, an afterhours trip is basically a breakeven

operation if the $21.00 per hour average operating cost of Berrien Bus is applied.

Relationship with Greyhound. According to Berrien Bus, the relationship with the local

Greyhound agent in Benton Harbor is good. Contact is made once or twice per week, mostly to note

schedule changes or make arrangements for a pickup. However, the agency displays no posters or signs

concerning either Berrien Bus or TCATA, and the agent feels the operators are doing little to market the

connectic«L Greyhound corporate visibility and response is much less than Berrien Bus would like to see.

Greyhound (and Indian Trails) officials were present at the kickoff meeting for the MDOT demonstration,

but since then there has been no contact to speak off, and questions go unanswered. More marketing

assistance was promised, according to Berrien Bus, and they cannot spend time tracking it down, so they

are waiting for Greyhound to call and help direct the marketing effort The Greyhound marketing book

and materials have been supplied, but the program needs extensive and continuing promotion which the

local operator has been unable to accomplish, despite the MDOT funding.

Impact of Market Attributes . In this case the markets differ considerably from the Jackson or

Isabella County model. There are no institutions that generate a lot of intercity bus ridership needing a

local connection - Andrew College is small, and generates only holiday traffic, while the military recruiter

has moved. TCATA, with its larger ridership, reflects once again (as was the case in Jackson) that "Rural"

Connectors with an urban service area will carry more riders. In the rural environment Berrien Bus serves,

its ridership levels may be relatively good.

Issues and Concerns . There are two key themes that come from the site visit to Berrien Bus.

One, that probably is critical to the overall assessment of the Rural Connection, is their assessment that

the program simply does not pay. The level of demand in a rural area is low enough that virtually all

rural connection trips must be operated on a demand-responsive basis. This fact combines with the

relatively long trip distances to create rural connection trips that can take an hour or two to operate, with

only one passenger on board. As the state does not provide the extra funding for trips handled during
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rwnnal service hours, this means that the only revenue is the local fare and the Greyhound payment (if

the trip is originating in the county). Such a trip could easily involve an hour of operation at $21.00, with

fare revenue of $1.00, and perhaps a dollar or two from Greyhound. In an environment where general

public subsidies are scarce, and trip priorities go to seniors under a contract agreement, the incentives do

not exist to go looking for more such riders. The major motivation for participation in this program must

ultimately be a local desire to provide mobility, not a desire to make money or generate large amounts

of new ridership.

The second theme also concerns the role of the local operator. Like some others in the program,

expectations regarding Greyhound's participation are unfulfilled. Despite the faa that Berrien Bus

management was sent the same communications as JTA regarding the program, a completely different

understanding of the local role resulted. At Berrien Bus, like some other operators surveyed, the

expectation is that Greyhound (and/or MDOT) would come and market the Rural Connection, supplying

materials, funding, and implementing the program. The fact that Greyhound has sent a marketing manual

and an order form for materials, and the state has offered funding at very high levels does not result in

a marketing campaign, because it still requires local implementation. Unlike JTA (and like most small

rural operations), there is no marketing person on the staff to actually do the work of getting cards and

posters printed, placing ads, monitoring results, etc. These activities fall behind the urgency of getting

the service on the street and meeting other priorities for funding.
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